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PREFACE. 


THE  love  of  controversy  was  in  no  degree  the  motive 
for  writing  the  following  sheets.  Controversy  the  writer 
considers  as  an  evil,  though  often  a  necessary  one.  It 
is  to  be  deprecated  when  it  is  directed  to  minute  or  frivo 
lous  objects,  or  when  it  is  managed  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  call  forth  malevolent  passions  He  hopes  the  ensuing 
treatise  will  be  found  free  from  both  these  objections, 
and  that,  as  the  subject  must  be  allowed  to  be  of  some 
importance,  so  the  spirit  in  which  it  is  handled  is  not 
chargeable  with  any  material  departure  from  the  Chris 
tian  temper.  If  the  author  has  expressed  himself  on 
some  occasions  with  considerable  confidence,  he  trusts 
the  reader  will  impute  it,  not  to  a  forgetfulness  of  his 
personal  deficiencies,  but  to  the  cause  he  has  undertaken 
to  support.  The  divided  state  of  the  Christian  world 
has  long  been  the  subject  of  painful  reflection ;  and  if 
his  feeble  efforts  might  be  the  means  of  uniting  a  small 
portion  only  of  it  in  closer  ties,  he  will  feel  himself  am 
ply  rewarded. 

The  practice  of  incorporating  private  opinions  and 
human  inventions  with  the  constitution  of  a  church,  and 
with  the  terms  of  communion,  has  long  appeared  to  him 
untenable  in  its  principle,  and  pernicious  in  its  effects. 
There  is  no  position  in  the  whole  compass  of  theology, 
of  the  truth  of  which  he  feels  a  stronger  persuasion,  than 
that  no  man,  or  set  of  men,  are  entitled  to  prescribe,  as 
an  indispensable  condition  of  communion,  what  the  New 
Testament  has  not  enjoined  as  a  condition  of  salvation. 
To  establish  this  position  is  the  principal  object  of  the 
following  work  ;  and  though  it  is  more  immediately 
occupied  in  the  discussion  of  a  case  which  respects  the 
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baptists  and  p&dobaptists,  that  case  is  attempted  to  be 
decided  entirely  upon  the  principle  now  mentioned,  and 
is  no  more  than  the  application  of  it  to  a  particular  in 
stance. 

The  writer  is  persuaded  that  a  departure  from  this 
principle,  in  the  denomination  to  which  he  belongs,  has 
been  extremely  injurious,  not  only  to  the  credit  and 
prosperity  of  that  particular  body,  (which  is  a  very  sub 
ordinate  consideration,)  but  to  the  general  interests  of 
truth ;  and  that,  but  for  the  obstruction  arising  from 
that  quarter,  the  views  they  entertain  of  one  of  the  sa 
craments  would  have  obtained  a  more  extensive  preva 
lence.  By  keeping  themselves  in  a  state  of  separation 
and  seclusion  from  other  Christians,  they  have  not  only 
evinced  an  inattention  to  some  of  the  most  important 
injunctions  of  scripture,  but  have  raised  up  an  invincible 
barrier  to  the  propagation  of  their  sentiments  beyond 
the  precincts  of  their  own  party. 

It  has  been  insinuated  that  the  author  has  taken  an 
unfair  advantage  of  his  opponents,  by  choosing  to  bring 
forward  this  disquisition  just  at  the  moment  when  we 
have  to  lament  the  loss  of  a  person  whose  judgement 
would  have  disposed,  and  his  abilities  enabled  him  to 
do  ample  justice  to  the  opposite  side  of  the  question. 
He  can  assure  his  readers,  that  none  entertained  a  higher 
veneration  for  Mr.  Fuller  than  himself,  notwithstanding 
their  difference  of  sentiment  on  this  subject ;  and  that, 
when  he  entered  on  this  discussion,  it  was  with  the  full 
est  expectation  of  having  his  opposition  to  encounter. 
At  that  time  his  state  of  health,  though  not  good,  was 
such  as  suggested  a  hope  that  the  event  was  very  distant 
which  we  all  deplore. 

Having  been  led  to  mention  this  affecting  circum 
stance,  I  cannot  refrain  from  expressing  in  a  few  words 
the  sentiments  of  affectionate  veneration  with  which  I 
also  regarded  that  excellent  person  while  living,  and 
cherish  his  memory  now  that  he  is  no  more  :  a  man, 
whose  sagacity  enabled  him  to  penetrate  to  the  depth  of 
every  subject  he  explored,  whose  conceptions  were  so 
powerful  and  luminous,  that  what  was  recondite  and 
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original  appeared  familiar  ;  what  was  intricate,  easy  and 
perspicuous  in  his  hands ;  equally  successful  in  enforcing 
the  practical,  in  stating  the  theoretical,  and  discussing 
the  polemical  branches  of  theology :  without  the  advan 
tage  of  early  education,  he  rose  to  high  distinction 
amongst  the  religious  writers  of  his  day,  and,  in  the 
midst  of  a  most  active  and  laborious  life,  left  monuments 
of  his  piety  and  genius  which  will  survive  to  distant 
posterity.  Were  I  making  his  eulogium,  I  should  ne 
cessarily  dwell  on  the  spotless  integrity  of  his  private 
life,  his  fidelity  in  friendship,  his  neglect  of  self-interest, 
his  ardent  attachment  to  truth,  and  especially  the  series 
of  unceasing  labours  and  exertions  in  superintending  the 
mission  to  India,  to  which  he  most  probably  fell  a  vic 
tim.  He  had  nothing  feeble  or  undecisive  in  his  charac 
ter,  but  to  every  undertaking  in  which  he  engaged,  he 
brought  all  the  powers  of  his  understanding,  all  the 
energies  of  his  heart ;  and  if  he  were  less  distinguished 
by  the  comprehension,  than  the  acumen  and  solidity  of 
his  thoughts ;  less  eminent  for  the  gentler  graces,  than 
for  stern  integrity  and  native  grandeur  of  mind,  we  have 
only  to  remember  the  necessary  limitations  of  human 
excellence.  While  he  endeared  himself  to  his  denomi 
nation  by  a  long  course  of  most  useful  labour ;  by  his 
excellent  works  on  the  socinian  and  deistical  controver 
sies,  as  well  as  his  devotion  to  the  cause  of  missions,  he 
laid  the  world  under  lasting  obligations.  Though  he 
was  known  to  profess  different  views  from  the  writer  on 
the  subject  under  present  discussion,  it  may  be  inferred 
from  a  decisive  fact,  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  record, 
that  his  attachment  to  them  was  not  very  strong,  nor  his 
conviction  probably  very  powerful.  Be  this  as  it  may, 
his  sanction  of  the  practice  of  exclusive  communion  has 
no  doubt  contributed,  in  no  small  degree,  to  recommend 
it  to  the  denomination  of  which  he  was  so  distinguished 
an  ornament.  They  who  are  the  first  to  disclaim  human 
authority  in  the  affairs  of  religion,  are  not  always  least 
susceptible  of  its  influence. 

It  is  observable  also,  that  bodies  of  men  are  very  slow 
in  changing  their  opinions  ;  which,  with  some  inconve- 
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niencies,  is  productive  of  this  advantage,  that  truth 
undergoes  a  severer  investigation,  and.  her  conquests  are 
the  more  permanent  for  heing  gradually  acquired.  On 
this  account,  the  writer  is  not  so  sanguine  as  to  expect 
his  performance  will  occasion  any  sudden  revolution  in 
the  sentiments  and  practice  of  the  class  of  Christians 
more  immediately  concerned ;  if,  along  with  other  causes, 
it  ultimately  contribute  to  so  desirable  an  end,  he  will  be 
satisfied. 

It  may  not  be  improper  to  assign  the  reason  for 
not  noticing  the  treatise  of  the  celebrated  Mr.  Robin 
son,  of  Cambridge,  on  the  same  subject.  It  is  not 
because  he  is  insensible  to  the  ingenuity  and  beauty 
of  that  performance,  as  well  as  of  the  other  works  of 
that  original  and  extraordinary  writer  ;  but  because  it 
rests  on  principles  more  lax  and  latitudinarian  than  it 
is  in  his  power  conscientiously  to  adopt;  Mr.  R.  not 
having  adverted,  as  far  as  he  perceives,  to  the  distinc 
tion  of  fundamentals,  but  constructed  his  plea  for  tole 
ration*  in  such  a  manner  as  to  comprehend  all  the 
varieties  of  religious  belief. 

The  only  author  I  have  professed  to  answer  is  the 
late  venerable  Booth,  his  treatise  being  generally  con 
sidered  by  our  opponents  as  the  ablest  defence  of  their 
hypothesis. 

I  have  only  to  add,  that  I  commit  the  following 
treatise  to  the  candour  of  the  public,  and  the  blessing  of 
God ;  hoping  that,  as  it  is  designed  not  to  excite  but  to 
allay  animosities,  not  to  widen  but  to  heal  the  breaches 
among  Christians,  it  will  meet  with  the  indulgence  due 
to  good  intentions,  however  feebly  executed. 

*  The  intelligent  reader  will  understand  me  to  refer,  not  to  civil 
toleration  by  the  state,  hut  to  that  which  is  exercised  by  religious  so 
cieties 
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INTRODUCTORY   REMARKS. 

WHOEVER  forms  his  ideas  of  the  Church  of  Christ  from 
an  attentive  perusal  of  the  New  Testament,  will  per 
ceive  that  unity  is  one  of  its  most  essential  characteris 
tics  ;  and  that,  though  it  he  branched  out  into  many 
distinct  societies,  it  is  still  but  one.  "  The  Church," 
says  Cyprian,  "  is  one,  which  by  reason  of  its  fecundity 
is  extended  into  a  multitude,  in  the  same  manner  as  the 
rays  of  the  sun,  however  numerous,  constitute  but  one 
light ;  and  the  branches  of  a  tree,  however  many,  are 
attached  to  one  trunk,  which  is  supported  by  its  tena 
cious  root ;  and  when  various  rivers  flow  from  the  same 
fountain,  though  number  is  diffused  by  the  redundant 
supply  of  waters,  unity  is  preserved  in  their  origin." 
Nothing  more  abhorrent  from  the  principles  and  maxims 
of  the  sacred  oracles  can  be  conceived,  than  the  idea  of 
a  plurality  of  true  churches,  neither  in  actual  communion 
with  each  other,  nor  in  a  capacity  for  such  communion. 
Though  this  rending  of  the  seamless  garment  of  our 
Saviour,  this  schism  in  the  members  of  his  mystical 
body,  is  by  far  the  greatest  calamity  which  has  befallen 
the  Christian  interest,  and  one  of  the  most  fatal  effects 
of  the  great  apostasy  foretold  by  the  sacred  penmen,  we 
have  been  so  long  familiarized  to  it  as  to  be  scarcely 
sensible  of  its  enormity ;  nor  does  it  excite  surprise  or 
concern,  in  any  degree  proportioned  to  what  would  be 
felt  by  one  who  had  contemplated  the  church  in  the 
first  ages.  Christian  societies,  regarding  each  other 
with  the  jealousies  of  rival  empires,  each  aiming  to 
raise  itself  on  the  ruin  of  all  others,  making  extravagant 
boasts  of  superior  purity,  generally  in  exact  proportion 
to  their  departures  from  it,  and  scarcely  deigning  to 
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acknowledge  the  possibility  of  obtaining  salvation  out  of 
their  pale,  form  the  odious  and  disgusting  spectacle 
which  modern  Christianity  presents.  The  bond  of  cha 
rity,  which  unites  the  genuine  followers  of  Christ  in 
distinction  from  the  world,  is  dissolved,  and  the  very 
terms  by  which  it  was  wont  to  be  denoted,  exclusively 
employed  to. express  a  predilection  for  a  sect.  The  evils 
which  result  from  this  state  of  division  are  incalculable : 
it  supplies  infidels  with  their  most  plausible  topics  of 
invective ;  it  hardens  the  consciences  of  the  irreligious, 
weakens  the  hands  of  the  good,  impedes  the  efficacy  of 
prayer,  and  is  probably  the  principal  obstruction  to  that 
ample  diffusion  of  the  Spirit  which  is  essential  to  the 
renovation  of  the  world. 

It  is  easier,  however,  it  is  confessed,  to  deplore  the 
malady,  than  to  prescribe  the  cure :  for,  however  im 
portant  the  preservation  of  harmony  and  peace,  the 
interests  of  truth  and  holiness  are  still  more  so ;  nor 
must  we  forget  the  order  in  which  the  graces  of  the  Spirit 
are  arranged.  "The  wisdom  which  is  from  above  is 
first  pure,  then  peaceable."  Peace  should  be  anxiously 
sought,  but  always  in  subordination  to  purity ;  and 
therefore  every  attempt  to  reconcile  the  differences 
among  christians  which  involves  the  sacrifice  of  truth, 
or  the  least  deliberate  deviation  from  the  revealed  will 
of  Christ,  is  spurious  in  its  origin,  and  dangerous  in  its 
tendency.  If  communion  with  a  Christian  society  can 
not  be  had  without  a  compliance  with  rites  and  usages 
which  we  deem  idolatrous  or  superstitious,  or  without  a 
surrender  of  that  liberty  in  which  we  are  commanded  to 
stand  fast,  we  must,  as  we  value  our  allegiance,  forego, 
however  reluctantly,  the  advantages  of  such  a  union. 
Wherever  purity  and  simplicity  of  worship  are  violated 
by  the  heterogeneous  mixture  of  human  inventions,  we 
are  not  at  liberty  to  comply  with  them  for  the  sake  of 
peace,  because  the  first  consideration,  in  every  act  of 
worship,  is  its  correspondence  with  the  revealed  will  of 
God,  which  will  often  justify  us  in  declining  the  exter 
nal  communion  of  a  church  with  which  we  cease  not  to 
cultivate  a  communion  in  spirit.  It  is  one  thing  to  de- 
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cllne  a  connexion  with  the  members  of  a  community 
absolutely,  or  simply  because  they  belong  to  such  a  com 
munity,  and  another  to  join  with  them  in  practices  which 
we  deem  superstitious  and  erroneous.  In  the  latter 
instance,  we  cannot  be  said  absolutely  to  refuse  a  con 
nexion  with  the  pious  part  of  such  societies,  we  decline 
it  merely  because  it  is  clogged  with  conditions  which 
render  it  impracticable.  It  is  impossible  for  a  protestant 
dissenter,  for  example,  without  manifest  inconsistency, 
to  become  a  member  of  the  established  church  ;  but  to 
admit  the  members  of  that  community  to  participate  at 
the  Lord's  table,  without  demanding  a  formal  renuncia 
tion  of  their  peculiar  sentiments,  includes  nothing  con 
tradictory  or  repugnant.  The  cases  are  totally  distinct, 
and  the  reasons  which  would  apply  forcibly  against  the 
former,  would  be  irrelevant  to  the  latter.  In  the  first 
supposition,  the  dissenter,  by  an  active  concurrence  in 
what  he  professes  to  disapprove,  ceases  to  dissent ;  in  the 
last,  no  principle  is  violated,  no  practice  is  altered,  no 
innovation  is  introduced. 

Hence  arises  a  question,  how  far  we  are  justified  in 
repelling  from  our  communion  those  from  whom  we 
differ  on  matters  confessedly  not  essential  to  salvation, 
when  that  communion  is  accompanied  with  no  innova 
tion  in  the  rites  of  worship,  merely  on  account  of  a 
diversity  of  sentiment  on  other  subjects.  In  other  words, 
are  we  at  liberty,  or  are  we  not,  to  walk  with  our  chris- 
tian  brethren,  as  far  as  we  are  agreed,  or  must  we  re 
nounce  their  fellowship  on  account  of  error  allowed  not 
to  be  fundamental,  although  nothing  is  proposed  to  be 
done,  or  omitted,  in  such  acts  of  communion,  which 
would  not  equally  be  done,  or  omitted,  on  the  suppo 
sition  of  their  absence.  Such  is  the  precise  state  of  the 
question  which  it  is  my  intention  to  discuss  in  these 
pages  ;  and  it  may  possibly  contribute  to  its  elucidation 
to  observe,  that  the  true  idea  of  Christian  communion  is 
by  no  means  confined  to  a  joint  participation  of  the 
Lord's  supper.  He  who,  in  the  words  of  the  apostles' 
creed,  expresses  his  belief  in  the  communion  of  saints, 
adverts  to  much  more  than  is  comprehended  in  one  par- 
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ticular  act.  In  an  intelligent  assent  to  that  article,  is 
comprehended  the  total  of  that  sympathy  and  affection, 
with  all  its  natural  expressions  and  effects,  by  which  the 
followers  of  Christ  are  united,  in  consequence  of  their 
union  with  their  Head,  and  their  joint  share  in  the  com 
mon  salvation.  The  kiss  of  charity  in  the  apostolic  age, 
the  right  hand  of  fellowship,  a  share  in  the  oblations  of 
the  church,  a  commendatory  epistle  attesting  the  exem 
plary  character  of  the  bearer,  uniting  in  social  prayer,  the 
employment  of  the  term  brother  or  sister  to  denote  spiri 
tual  consanguinity,  were  all  considered  in  the  purest 
ages  as  tokens  of  communion  ;  a  term  which  is  never  ap 
plied  in  the  New  Testament  exclusively  to  the  Lord's 
supper.  When  it  is  used  in  connexion  with  that  rite,  it 
is  employed,  not  to  denote  the  fellowship  of  Christians, 
but  the  spiritual  participation  of  the  body  and  blood  of 
Christ/* 

When  we  engage  a  Christian  brother  to  present  suppli 
cations  to  God  in  our  behalf,  it  cannot  be  doubted  that 
we  have  fellowship  with  him,  not  less  real  or  spiritual 
than  at  the  Lord's  table.  From  these  considerations  it 
is  natural  to  infer,  that  no  scruple  ought  to  be  entertained 
respecting  the  lawfulness  of  uniting  to  commemorate  our 
Saviour's  death,  with  those  with  whom  we  feel  ourselves 
at  liberty  to  join  in  every  other  branch  of  religious  wor 
ship.  Where  no  attempt  is  made  to  obscure  its  import, 
or  impair  its  simplicity,  by  the  introduction  of  human 
ceremonies,  but  it  is  proposed  to  be  celebrated  in  the 
manner  which  we  apprehend  to  be  perfectly  consonant 
to  the  mind  of  Christ,  it  would  seem  less  reasonable  to 
refuse  to  co-operate  in  this  branch  of  religion  than  in  any 
other,  because  it  is  appointed  to  be  a  memorial  of  the 
greatest  instance  of  love  that  was  ever  exhibited,  as  well 
as  the  principal  pledge  of  Christian  fraternity.  It  must 
appear  surprising  that  the  rite,  which,  of  all  others,  is 
most  adapted  to  cement  mutual  attachment,  and  which 
is  in  a  great  measure  appointed  for  that  purpose,  should 
be  fixed  upon  as  the  line  of  demarcation,  the  impassable 
barrier,  to  separate  and  disjoin  the  followers  of  Christ. 
*  1  Cor.  x.  16. 


TERMS   OF   COMMUNION.  11 

lie  who  admits  his  fellow- Christian  to  share  in  every 
other  spiritual  privilege,  while  he  prohibits  his  approach 
to  the  Lord's  table,  entertains  a  view  of  that  institution 
diametrically  opposite  to  what  has  usually  prevailed  ;  he 
must  consider  it,  not  so  much  in  the  light  of  a  comme 
moration  of  his  Saviour's  death  and  passion,  as  a  reli~ 
gious  test,  designed  to  ascertain  and  establish  an  agree 
ment  in  points  not  fundamental.  According  to  this 
notion  of  it,  it  is  no  longer  a  symbol  of  our  common 
Christianity,  it  is  the  badge  and  criterion  of  a  party,  a 
mark  of  discrimination  applied  to  distinguish  the  nicer 
shades  of  difference  among  Christians.  How  far  either 
scripture  or  reason  can  be  adduced  in  support  of  such  a 
view  of  the  subject,  it  will  be  the  business  of  the  follow 
ing  pages  to  inquire. 

In  the  mean  while,  it  will  be  necessary,  in  order  to 
render  the  argument  perfectly  intelligible,  to  premise  a 
few  words  respecting  the  particular  controversy  on  which 
the  ensuing  observations  are  meant  especially  to  bear. 
Few  of  my  readers  probably  require  to  be  informed,  that 
there  is  a  class  of  Christians  pretty  widely  diffused  through 
these  realms,  who  deny  the  validity  of  infant  baptism, 
considering  it  as  a  human  invention,  not  countenanced 
by  the  Scriptures,  nor  by  the  practice  of  the  first  and 
purest  ages.  Besides  their  denial  of  the  right  of  infants 
to  baptism,  they  also  contend  for  the  exclusive  validity  of 
immersion  in  that  ordinance,  in  distinction  from  the 
sprinkling  or  pouring  of  water.  In  support  of  the  former, 
they  allege  the  total  silence  of  scripture,  respecting  the 
baptism  of  infants,  together  with  their  incompetence  to 
comprehend  the  truths,  or  sustain  the  engagements, 
which  they  conceive  it  designed  to  exhibit.  For  the 
latter,  they  urge  the  well-known  import  of  the  original 
word  employed  to  express  the  baptismal  rite,  which  they 
allege  cannot,  without  the  most  unnatural  violence,  be 
understood  to  command  any  thing  less  than  an  immersion 
of  the  whole  body.  The  class  of  Christians  whose  senti 
ments  I  am  relating,  are  usually  known  by  the  appella 
tion  of  baptists;  in  contradistinction  from  whom,  all 
other  Christians  may  properly  be  denominated  pcedolap- 
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tists.  It  is  not  my  intention  to  enter  into  the  defence  of 
their  peculiar  tenets,  though  they  have  my  unqualified 
approbation ;  but  merely  to  state  them  for  the  informa 
tion  of  my  readers.  It  must  be  obvious  that  in  the 
judgement  of  the  baptists,  such  as  have  only  received  the 
baptismal  rite  in  their  infancy  must  be  deemed  in  reality 
unbaptized :  for  this  is  only  a  different  mode  of  express 
ing  their  conviction  of  the  invalidity  of  infant  sprinkling. 
On  this  ground  they  have  for  the  most  part  confined 
their  communion  to  persons  of  their  own  persuasion,  in 
which,  illiberal  as  it  may  appear,  they  are  supported  by 
the  general  practice  of  the  Christian  world,  which,  what 
ever  diversities  of  opinion  may  have  prevailed,  has  gener 
ally  concurred  in  insisting  upon  baptism  as  an  indispen 
sable  prerequisite  to  the  Lord's  table.  The  effect  which 
has  resulted  in  this  particular  case  has  indeed  been  sin 
gular,  but  it  has  arisen  from  a  rigid  adherence  to  a  prin 
ciple,  almost  universally  adopted,  that  baptism  is,  under 
all  circumstances,  a  necessary  prerequisite  to  the  Lord's 
supper.  The  practice  we  are  now  specifying  has  usually 
been  termed  strict  communion,  while  the  opposite  prac 
tice  of  admitting  sincere  Christians  to  the  eucharist, 
though  in  our  judgement  not  baptized,  is  styled  free 
communion.  Strict  communion  is  the  general  practice 
of  our  churches,  though  the  abettors  of  the  opposite 
opinion  are  rapidly  increasing  both  in  numbers  and  in 
respectability.  The  humble  hope  of  casting  some  addi 
tional  light  on  a  subject  which  appears  to  me  of  no  trivial 
importance,  is  my  only  motive  for  composing  this  treatise, 
in  which  it  will  be  necessary  to  attempt  the  establish 
ment  of  principles  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  decide 
other  questions  in  ecclesiastical  polity,  besides  those 
which  concern  the  present  controversy.  I  am  greatly 
mistaken  if  it  be  possible  to  bring  it  to  a  satisfactory 
issue,  without  adverting  to  topics  in  which  the  Christian 
world  are  not  less  interested  than  the  baptists.  If  the 
conclusions  we  shall  endeavour  to  establish,  appear  on 
impartial  inquiry  to  be  well  founded,  it  will  follow  that 
serious  errors  respecting  terms  of  communion  have  pre 
vailed  to  a  wide  extent  in  the  Christian  church.  It  will 
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be  my  anxious  endeavour,  in  the  progress  of  this  discus 
sion,  to  avoid  whatever  is  calculated  to  irritate ;  and  in 
stead  of  acting  the  part  of  a  pleader,  to  advance  no  argu 
ment  which  has  not  been  well  weighed,  and  of  whose 
validity  I  am  not  perfectly  convinced.  The  inquiry  will 
be  pursued  under  two  parts  ;  in  the  first,  I  shall  consider 
the  arguments  in  favour  of  strict  communion  ;  in  the 
second,  state,  with  all  possible  brevity,  the  evidence  by 
which  we  attempt  to  sustain  the  opposite  practice. 


PART  I. 

ARGUMENTS  FOB   STRICT   COMMUNION   CONSIDERED. 

IN  reviewing  the  arguments  which  are  usually  urged 
for  the  practice  of  strict  communion,  or  the  exclusion  of 
unbaptized  persons  from  the  Lord's  table,  I  shall  chiefly 
confine  myself  to  the  examination  of  such  as  are  adduced 
by  the  venerable  Mr.  Booth,  in  his  treatise  styled  "  An 
Apology  for  the  Baptists,"  because  he  is  not  only  held  in 
the  highest  esteem  by  the  whole  denomination,  but  is 
allowed  by  his  partisans  to  have  exhibited  the  full  force 
of  their  cause.  He  writes  on  the  subject  under  discus 
sion  with  all  his  constitutional  ardour  and  confidence  ; 
which,  supported  by  the  spotless  integrity  and  elevated 
sanctity  of  the  man,  have  contributed,  more  perhaps  than 
any  other  cause,  to  fortify  the  baptists  in  their  prevailing 
practice.  I  trust  the  free  strictures  which  it  will  be  ne 
cessary  to  make  on  his  performance,  will  not  be  deemed 
inconsistent  with  a  sincere  veneration  for  his  character, 
which  I  should  be  sorry  to  see  treated  with  the  unspar 
ing  ridicule  and  banter  with  which  he  has  assailed  Mr. 
Bunyan,  a  name  equally  dear  to  genius  and  to  piety. 
The  reader  will  not  expect  me  to  follow  him  in  his  de 
clamatory  excursions,  or  in  those  miscellaneous  quota 
tions,  often  irrelevant,  which  the  extent  of  his  reading 
has  supplied :  it  will  suffice  if  I  carefully  examine  his 
arguments,  without  omitting  a  single  consideration  on 
which  he  could  be  supposed  to  lay  a  stress. 

SECTION  I. 

The  Argument  from  the  Order  of  Time  in  which  Baptism 
and  the  Lord's  Supper  are  supposed  to  have  been  insti 
tuted. 

One  of  the  principal  pleas  in  favour  of  strict  com 
munion  is  derived  from  the  supposed  priority  of  the  in- 
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stitution  of  baptism  to  the  Lord's  supper.  "  That  bap 
tism  was  an  ordinance  of  God,"  say  our  opponents,  "  that 
submission  to  it  was  required,  that  it  was  administered 
to  multitudes  before  the  sacred  supper  was  heard  of,  are 
undeniable  facts.  There  never  was  a  time  since  the 
ministry  of  our  Lord's  successors,  in  which  it  was  not  the 
duty  of  repenting  and  believing  sinners  to  be  baptized. 
The  venerable  John,  the  twelve  apostles,  and  the  Son  of 
God  incarnate,  all  united  in  commanding  baptism,  at  a 
time  when  it  would  have  been  impious  to  have  eaten 
bread,  and  drank  wine,  as  an  ordinance  of  divine  wor 
ship.  Baptism,  therefore,  had  the  priority  in  point  of 
institution,  which  is  a  presumptive  evidence  that  it  has, 
and  ever  will  have,  a  prior  claim  to  our  obedience.  So 
under  the  ancient  economy,  sacrifices  and  circumcision 
were  appointed  and  practised  in  the  patriarchal  ages  :  in 
the  time  of  Moses,  the  paschal  feast,  and  burning  incense 
in  the  holy  place,  were  appointed  by  the  God  of  Israel. 
But  the  two  former  being  prior  in  point  of  institution, 
always  had  the  priority  in  point  of  administration."* 

As  this  is  a  leading  argument,  and  will  go  far  towards 
determining  the  point  at  issue,  the  reader  will  excuse  the 
examination  of  it  being  extended  to  some  length.  It  pro 
ceeds,  obviously,  entirely  on  a  matter  of  fact,  which  it  as 
sumes  as  undeniable,  the  priority  in  point  of  time  of  the  in 
stitution  of  Christian  baptism,  to  that  of  the  Lord's  supper ; 
and  this  again  rests  on  another  assumption,  which  is,  the 
identity  of  John's  baptism  with  that  of  our  Lord.  If  it 
should  clearly  appear  that  these  were  two  distinct  insti 
tutes,  the  argument  will  be  reversed,  and  it  will  be  evi 
dent  that  the  eucharist  was  appointed  and  celebrated 
before  Christian  baptism  existed.  Let  me  request  the 
reader  not  to  be  startled  at  the  paradoxical  air  of  this  as 
sertion,  but  to  lend  an  impartial  attention  to  the  follow 
ing  reasons : 

1.  The  commission  to  baptize  all  nations,  which  was 

executed  by  the  apostles  after  our  Saviour's  resurrection, 

originated  in  his  express  command ;  John's  baptism,  it  is 

evident,  had  no  such  origin.     John  had  baptized  for 

*  Booth's  Apology,  page  41. 
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some  time  before  he  knew  him ;  it  is  certain,  then,  that 
he  did  not  receive  his  commission  from  him.  "  And  I 
knew  him  not,"  saith  he,  "  but  that  he  should  be  made 
manifest  to  Israel,  therefore  am  I  come  baptizing  with 
water."  If  the  manifesting  Christ  to  Israel  was  the  end 
and  design  of  John's  mission,  he  must  have  been  in  a 
previous  state  of  obscurity ;  not  in  a  situation  to  act  the 
part  of  a  legislator  by  enacting  laws  or  establishing  rites. 
John  uniformly  ascribes  his  commission,  not  to  Christ, 
but  the  Father,  so  that  to  assert  his  baptism  to  be  a 
Christian  institute,  is  not  to  interpret,  but  to  contradict 
him.  "  And  I  knew  him  not,"  is  his  language,  "  but  he 
that  sent  me  to  baptize  with  water,  the  same  said  unto 
me,  Upon  whom  thou  shalt  see  the  Spirit  descending 
and  remaining  on  him,  the  same  is  he  which  baptizeth 
with  the  Holy  Ghost.  And  I  saw,  and  bear  record,  that 
this  is  the  Son  of  God."  It  was  not  till  he  had  accre 
dited  his  mission,  by  many  miracles;  and  other  demon 
strations  of  a  preternatural  power  and  wisdom,  that  our 
Lord  proceeded  to  modify  religion  by  new  institutions, 
of  which  the  eucharist  is  the  first  example.  But  a  Chris 
tian  ordinance  not  founded  on  the  authority  of  Christ, 
not  the  effect,  but  the  means  of  his  manifestation,  and 
which  was  first  executed  by  one  who  knew  him  not,  is 
to  me  an  incomprehensible  mystery. 

2.  The  baptism  of  John  was  the  baptism  of  repentance, 
or  reformation,  as  a  preparation  for  the  approaching 
kingdom  of  God :  the  institute  of  Christ  included  an 
explicit  profession  of  faith  in  a  particular  person,  as  the 
Lord  of  that  kingdom.  The  ministry  of  John  was  the 
voice  of  one  crying  in  the  wilderness,  "  Prepare  ye  the 
way  of  the  Lord,  make  his  paths  straight."  All  he 
demanded  of  such  as  repaired  to  him,  was  to  declare 
their  conviction  that  the  Messiah  was  shortly  to  appear, 
to  repent  of  their  sins,  and  resolve  to  frame  their  lives  in 
a  manner  agreeable  to  such  an  expectation,  without 
requiring  a  belief  in  any  existing  individual  as  the 
Messiah.  They  were  merely  to  express  their  readiness 
to  believe  on  him  who  rvas  to  come*  on  the  reasonable 
*  Acts  xix.  4. 
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supposition  that  his  actual  appearance  would  not  fail  to 
be  accompanied  with  attestations  sufficient  to  establish 
his  pretensions.  The  profession  required  in  a  candidate 
for  Christian  baptism,  involved  an  historical  faith,  a  belief 
in  a  certain  individual,  an  illustrious  personage,  who  had 
wrought  miracles,  declared  himself  the  Son  of  God,  was 
crucified  under  Pontius  Pilate,  and  rose  again  the  third 
day.  As  the  conviction  demanded  in  the  two  cases  was 
totally  distinct,  it  was  possible  for  him  who  sincerely 
avowed  the  one,  to  be  destitute  of  the  other  ;  and  though 
the  rejection  of  Christ  by  John's  converts  would  have 
been  criminal  and  destructive  of  salvation,  it  would  not 
have  been  self- contradictory,  or  absurd,  since  he  might 
sincerely  believe  on  his  testimony,  that  the  Christ  was 
shortly  to  appear,  and  make  some  preparations  for  his 
approach,  who  was  not  satisfied  with  his  character  when 
he  was  actually  manifested. 

That  such  was  the  real  situation  of  the  great  body  of 
the  Jewish  people,  at  our  Lord's  advent,  is  evident  from 
the  evangelical  records.  In  short,  the  profession  demanded 
in  the  baptism  of  John  was  nothing  more  than  a  solemn 
recognition  of  that  great  article  of  the  Jewish  faith,  the 
appearance  of,  the  Messiah,  accompanied,  indeed,  with 
this  additional  circumstance,  that  it  was  nigh  at  hand. 
The  faith  required  by  the  apostles  included  a  persuasion 
of  all  the  miraculous  facts  which  they  attested,  compre 
hending  the  preternatural  conception,  the  deity,  incarna 
tion,  and  atonement,  the  miracles,  the  death,  and  the 
resurrection  of  the  Lord  Jesus.  In  the  one,  was  contained 
a  general  expectation  of  the  speedy  appearance  of  an 
illustrious  person  under  the  character  of  the  Messiah ; 
in  the  other,  an  explicit  declaration  that  Jesus  of  Nazareth, 
whose  life  and  death  are  recorded  in  the  evangelists,  was 
the  identical  person.  But  in  order  to  constitute  an  identity 
in  religious  rites,  two  things  are  requisite,  a  sameness  in 
the  corporeal  action,  and  a  sameness  in  the  import.  The 
action  may  be  the  same,  yet  the  rites  totally  different,  or 
Christian  baptism  must  be  confounded  with  legal  Jewish 
purifications,  the  greater  part  of  which  consisted  in  a 
total  immersion  of  the  body  in  water.  The  diversity  of 

VOL.    III.  C 
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signification,  the  distinct  uses  to  which  they  were  applied, 
constitute  their  only  difference,  but  quite  sufficient  to 
render  it  absurd  to  consider  them  as  one  and  the  same. 
And  surely  he  is  guilty  of  a  similar  mistake,  who,  misled 
by  the  exact  resemblance  of  the  actions  physically  con 
sidered,  confounds  the  rite  intended  to  announce  the 
future,  though  speedy  appearance  of  the  Messiah,  with 
out  denning  his  person,  and  the  ceremony  expressive  of 
a  firm  belief  in  an  identical  person,  as  already  manifested 
under  that  illustrious  character. 

3.  Christian  baptism  was  invariably  administered  in 
the  name  of  Jesus  ;  while  there  is  sufficient  evidence  that 
John's  was  not  performed  in  that  name.  That  it  was  not 
during  the  first  stage  of  his  ministry  is  certain,  because 
•we  learn  from  his  own  declaration,  that  when  he  first 
executed  his  commission  he  did  not  know  him,  but  was 
previously  apprised  of  a  miraculous  sign,  which  should 
serve  to  identify  him  when  he  appeared.  In  order  to 
obviate  the  suspicion  of  collusion  or  conspiracy,  circum 
stances  were  so  arranged  that  John  remained  ignorant  of 
the  person  of  the  Saviour,  and  possessed,  at  the  com 
mencement  of  his  career,  that  knowledge  only  of  the 
Messiah  which  was  common  to  enlightened  Jews.  If  we 
suppose  him  at  a  subsequent  period  to  have  incorporated 
the  name  of  Jesus  with  his  institute,  an  alteration  so 
striking  would  unquestionably  have  been  noticed  by  the 
evangelists,  as  it  must  have  occasioned  among  the  people 
much  speculation  and  surprise,  of  which,  however,  no 
traces  are  perceptible.  Besides,  it  is  impossible  to  peruse 
the  gospels  with  attention,  without  remarking  the  extreme 
reserve  maintained  by  our  Lord,  with  respect  to  his 
claim  to  the  character  of  Messiah;  that  he  studiously 
avoided,  until  his  arraignment  before  the  high  priest,  the 
public  declaration  of  that  fact;  that  he  wrought  his 
principal  miracles  in  the  obscure  province  of  Galilee,  often 
accompanied  with  strict  injunctions  of  secresy  ;  and  that 
the  whole  course  of  his  ministry,  till  its  concluding  scene, 
was  so  conducted  as  at  once  to  afford  sincere  inquirers 
sufficient  evidence  of  his  mission,  and  to  elude  the  malice 
of  his  enemies.  In  descending  from  the  mount  of  trans- 
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figuration,  where  he  had  been  proclaimed  the  Son  of  God 
from  the  most  excellent  glory,  he  strictly  charged  the 
disciples  who  accompanied  him  to  tell  no  man  of  it,  till 
he  was  raised  from  the  dead.  The  appellation  he  con 
stantly  assumed  was  that  of  the  Son  of  Man,  which, 
whatever  be  its  precise  import,  could  by  no  construction 
become  the  ground  of  a  criminal  charge.  When  at  the 
feast  of  dedication,  "  the  Jews  came  around  him  in  the 
temple,  saying,  How  long  dost  thou  keep  us  in  suspense  ? 
if  thou  be  the  Christ,  tell  us  plainly :"  he  replied,  "  I  have 
told  you,  and  ye  believe  not :  the  works  which  I  do  in 
my  Father's  name  they  bear  witness  of  me."*  From  this 
passage  it  is  evident  that  our  Lord  had  not,  hitherto, 
publicly  and  explicitly  affirmed  himself  to  be  the  Messiah, 
or  there  would  have  been  no  foundation  for  the  complaint 
of  these  Jews ;  nor  does  he  on  this  occasion  expressly 
affirm  it,  but  refers  them  to  the  testimony  of  his  works, 
without  specifying  the  precise  import  of  that  attestation. 
In  the  progress  of  his  discourse,  however,  he  advances 
nearer  to  an  open  declaration  of  his  Messiahship  than  on 
any  former  occasion,  affirming  his  Father  and  himself  to 
be  one,  in  consequence  of  which  the  people  attempt  to 
stone  him,  as  guilty  of  blasphemy,  in  making  himself 
the  Son  of  God.  As  his  time  was  not  yet  come,  he  still 
maintains  a  degree  of  his  wonted  caution,  and  vindicates 
his  assumption  of  that  honour,  upon  principles  far  inferior 
to  what  he  might  justly  have  urged.  Yet  such  was  the 
effect  of  this  discourse,  that  in  order  to  screen  himself 
from  the  fury  of  his  enemies,  he  found  it  necessary  im 
mediately  to  retire  beyond  Jordan.  In  an  advanced 
stage  of  his  ministry,  we  find  him  inquiring  of  his  disci 
ples  the  prevailing  opinions  entertained  respecting  him 
self;  on  which  they  reply,  "  Some  say  thou  art  John  the 
Baptist,  others  Elias,  others  Jeremiah,  or  one  of  the 
prophets."  That  he  was  the  Messiah,  was  not,  it  is 
evident,  the  opinion  generally  entertained  at  that  time, 
by  such  as  were  most  favourably  disposed  towards  his 
character  and  pretensions,  which  it  could  not  fail  to  have 
been,  had  this  title  been  publicly  proclaimed :  but  this 
*  John  x.  24,  25. 
c2 
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was  so  far  from  his  intention,  that  when  Peter,  in  the 
name  of  the  rest  of  the  apostles,  uttered  that  glorious 
confession,  "  Thou  art  the  Christ,  the  Son  of  the  living 
God,"  our  Lord  immediately  enjoins  secrecy.  What  he 
enjoined  his  disciples  not  to  publish,  he  certainly  did  not 
publish  himself,  nor  for  the  same  reason  suffer  it  to  be 
indiscriminately  proclaimed  by  his  forerunner.  But  if 
we  suppose  John  to  baptize  in  his  name,  we  must  suppose 
what  is  equivalent  to  an  explicit  declaration  of  his  being 
the  Messiah ;  for  since  he  on  all  occasions  predicted  the 
speedy  appearance  of  that  great  personage,  the  people 
could  not  fail  to  identify  with  him,  the  individual  whose 
name  was  thus  employed,  and  all  the  precautions  main 
tained  by  our  Saviour  would  have  been  utterly  defeated. 
For  what  possible  purpose  could  he  forbid  his  disciples 
to  publish,  what  John  is  supposed  to  have  promulgated 
as  often  as  he  administered  the  baptismal  rite  ?  and  how 
shall  we  account,  on  this  hypothesis,  for  the  diversity  of 
opinion  which  prevailed  respecting  his  character,  among 
those  who  were  thoroughly  convinced  of  the  divine 
mission  of  that  great  Prophet  ?  From  these  considerations, 
in  addition  to  the  total  silence  of  scripture,  the  judicious 
reader,  I  presume,  will  conclude  without  hesitation  that 
John  did  not  baptize  in  the  name  of  Jesus,  which  is  an 
essential  ingredient  in  Christian  baptism  ;  and  though  it  is 
administered,  in  fact,  in  the  name  of  each  person  of  the 
blessed  Godhead,  not  in  that  of  the  Son  only,  this,  instead 
of  impairing,  strengthens  the  argument,  by  enlarging  still 
farther  the  difference  betwixt  the  two  ordinances  in 
question  ;  for  none  will  contend  that  John  immersed  his 
disciples  in  the  name  of  the  Holy  Trinity. 

4.  The  baptism  instituted  by  our  Lord,  is  in  scripture 
distinguished  from  that  of  the  forerunner,  by  the  superior 
effects  with  which  it  was  accompanied ;  so  that,  instead  of 
being  confounded,  they  are  contrasted,  in  the  sacred 
historians.  "  I  indeed,"  said  John,  "  baptize  you  with 
water  unto  repentance,  but  there  cometh  one  after  me 
who  is  mightier  than  I ;  he  shall  baptize  you  in  the  Holy 
Ghost,  and  in  fire."  The  rite  administered  by  John  was 
a  mere  immersion  in  water,  unaccompanied  with  that 
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effusion  of  the  Spirit,  that  redundant  supply  of  super 
natural  gifts  and  graces  which  distinguished  the  subjects 
of  the  Christian  institute.  On  the  passage  just  quoted, 
St.  Chrysostom  has  the  following  comment : — "  Having 
agitated  their  minds  with  the  fear  of  future  judgement, 
and  the  expectation  of  punishment,  and  the  mention  of 
the  axe,  and  the  rejection  of  their  ancestors,  and  the 
substitution  of  a  new  race,  together  with  the  double 
menace  of  excision  and  burning,  and  by  all  these  means 
softened  their  obduracy,  and  disposed  them  to  a  desire  of 
deliverance  from  these  evils,  he  then  introduces  the 
mention  of  Christ,  not  in  a  simple  manner,  but  with 
much  elevation  ;  in  exhibiting  his  own  disparity,  lest  he 
should  appear  to  be  using  the  language  of  compliment, 
he  commences  by  stating  a  comparison  betwixt  the  benefit 
bestowed  by  each.  For  he  did  not  immediately  say,  I 
am  not  worthy  to  unloose  the  latchet  of  his  shoes  ;  but 
having  first  stated  the  insignificance  of  his  own  baptism, 
and  shown  that  it  had  no  effect  beyond  bringing  them  to 
repentance,  (for  he  did  not  style  it  the  water  of  remission, 
but  of  repentance,)  he  proceeds  to  the  baptism  ordained 
by  Christ,  which  was  replete  with  an  ineffable  gift."  * 
This  eminent  father,  we  perceive,  insists  on  the  prodigious 
inferiority  of  the  ceremony  performed  by  John  to  the 
Christian  sacrament,  from  its  being  merely  a  symbol  of 
repentance,  without  comprehending  the  remission  of 
sins,t  or  the  donation  of  the  Spirit.  The  evangelists, 
Mark  and  Luke,  it  is  true,  affirm  that  John  preached  the 
baptism  of  repentance  for  the  remission  of  sins,  whence 
we  are  entitled  to  infer  that  the  rite  which  he  adminis 
tered,  when  accompanied  with  suitable  dispositions,  was 
important  in  the  order  of  preparation,  not  that  it  was 
accompanied  with  the  immediate  or  actual  collation  of 
that  benefit. 

Such  as  repented  at  his  call,  stood  fair  candidates  for 
the  blessings  of  the  approaching  dispensation,  among 
which,  an  assurance  of  pardon,  the  adoption  of  children, 
and  the  gift  of  the  Spirit,  held  the  most  conspicuous 

*  Homily  xi.  on  Matthew.       f  Mark  i.  4.     Luke  iii.  3. 
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place ;  blessings  of  which  it  was  the  office  of  John  to 
excite  the  expectation,  hut  of  Christ  to  bestow.  The 
effusion  of  the  Spirit,  indeed,  in  the  multifarious  forms 
of  his  miraculous  and  sanctifying  operation,  may  be  con 
sidered  as  equivalent  to  them  all ;  and  this,  we  are  dis 
tinctly  told,  was  not  given  (save  in  a  very  scanty  manner) 
during  our  Lord's  abode  upon  earth,  because  he  was  not 
yet  glorified.  Reserved  to  adorn  the  triumph  of  the 
ascended  Saviour,  the  apostles  were  commanded  to  wait 
at  Jerusalem  until  it  was  bestowed,  wrhich  was  on  the 
day  of  Pentecost,  when  "  a  sound  from  heaven  as  of  a 
mighty  wind,  filled  the  place  where  they  were  assembled, 
and  cloven  tongues  of  fire  sat  upon  each  of  them,  and 
they  were  filled  with  the  Holy  Ghost."  This  was  the 
first  example  of  that  baptism  of  the  Spirit,  as  the  author 
of  which,  John  asserts  the  immense  superiority  of  the 
Messiah,  not  to  himself  only,  but  to  all  preceding  prophets. 
In  the  subsequent  history,  we  perceive  that  this  gift  was, 
on  all  ordinary  occasions,  conferred  in  connexion  with 
baptism.  In  this  connexion,  it  is  exhibited  by  St.  Peter, 
in  his  address  on  the  day  of  Pentecost ;  "  Repent  and  be 
baptized,  every  one  of  you,  in  the  name  of  Jesus  Christ, 
for  the  remission  of  sins,  and  ye  shall  receive  the  gift  of 
the  Holy  Ghost." 

Thus  it  was  also  in  the  case  of  Saul  of  Tarsus.  Agree 
able  to  our  Lord's  prediction  of  the  signs  which  should 
accompany  them  that  believe,  there  is  reason  to  suppose 
a  greater  or  less  measure  of  these  supernatural  endow 
ments  regularly  accompanied  the  imposition  of  the  hands 
of  the  apostles  on  primitive  converts,  immediately  sub 
sequent  to  their  baptism  ;  which  affords  an  easy  solution 
to  the  surprise  Paul  appears  to  have  felt,  in  finding 
certain  disciples  at  Ephesus,  who,  though  they  had  been 
baptized,  were  yet  unacquainted  with  these  communica 
tions.  "  Into  what  then,"  he  asks,  "  were  ye  baptized  ?" 
and  upon  being  informed  "  into  John's  baptism,"  the 
difficulty  vanished. 

Since  the  baptism  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  or  the  copious 
effusion  of  spiritual  influences,  in  which  primitive  chris- 
tians  were,  so  to  speak,  immersed,  was  appointed  to  fol- 


TERMS   OF   COMMUNION.  23 

low  the  sacramental  use  of  water,  under  the  Christian 
economy,  while  the  same  corporeal  action  performed  by 
John  was  a  naked  ceremony,  not  accompanied  by  any 
such  effects,  this  difference  betwixt  them  is  sufficient  to 
account  for  their  being  contrasted  in  scripture,  and  ought 
ever  to  have  prevented  their  being  confounded  as  one 
and  the  same  institute. 

5.  The  case  of  the  disciples  at  Ephesus,  to  which  we 
have  just  adverted,  affords  a  demonstrative  proof  of  the 
position  for  which  we  are  contending;  for  if  John's 
baptism  was  the  same  with  our  Lord's,  upon  what  prin 
ciples  could  St.  Paul  proceed  in  administering  the  latter 
to  such  as  had  already  received  the  former  ?  As  I  am 
aware  that  some  have  attempted  to  deny  so  plain  a  fact, 
I  shall  beg  leave  to  quote  the  whole  passage,  which,  I 
am  persuaded,  will  leave  no  doubt  on  the  mind  of  an 
impartial  reader  : — "  It  came  to  pass  while  Apollos  was 
at  Corinth,  Paul,  passing  through  the  upper  coasts,  came 
to  Ephesus :  and  finding  certain  disciples,  said  unto 
them,  Have  ye  received  the  Holy  Ghost  since  ye  be 
lieved  ?  but  they  replied,  We  have  not  even  heard  that 
there  is  an  Holy  Ghost.  He  said  unto  them,  Into  what 
then  were  ye  baptized  ?  they  said,  Into  John's  baptism. 
Paul  replied,  John  indeed  baptized  with  the  baptism  of 
repentance,  saying  unto  the  people,  that  they  should  be 
lieve  on  him  who  was  to  come,  that  is,  on  Jesus  Christ. 
And  when  they  heard  this,  they  wrere  baptized  in  the 
name  of  the  Lord  Jesus :  and  when  Paul  had  laid  his 
hands  upon  them,  the  Holy  Ghost  came  upon  them,  and 
they  spake  with  tongues  and  prophesied."  I  am  conscious 
that  there  are  not  wanting  some  who  contend  that  the 
fifth  verse*  is  to  be  interpreted  as  the  language  of  St. 
Paul,  affirming  that  at  the  command  of  John,  the  people 
were  baptized  in  the  name  of  Jesus.  But  not  to  repeat 
what  has  already  been  advanced  to  show  that  this  is 
contrary  to  fact,  (for  who,  I  might  ask,  were  the  people, 
who  at  his  instigation  were  baptized  in  that  name,  or 
what  traces  are  there  in  the  evangelical  history  of  such 

*  "  When  they  heard  this,  they  were  baptized  in  the  name  of  the 
Lorn  Jesus."  Acts  lix.  5. 
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a  practice,  during  the  period  of  his  ministry  ?)  not  to  in* 
sist  further  on  this,  it  is  obvious  that  this  interpretation 
of  the  passage  contradicts  itself:  for  if  John  told  the 
people  that  they  were  to  believe  on  him  who  was  to 
come,  this  was  equivalent  to  declaring  that  he  had  not 
yet  manifested  himself;  while  the  baptizing  in  his  name 
as  an  existing  individual,  would  have  been  to  affirm  the 
contrary.  Besides,  we  must  remark,  that  the  persons  on 
whom  Paul  is  asserted  to  have  laid  his  hands,  were  un 
questionably  the  identical  persons  who  are  affirmed  in 
the  preceding  verse  to  have  been  baptized ;  for  there  is 
no  other  antecedent ;  so  that  if  the  meaning  of  the  pas 
sage  be  what  some  contend  for,  the  sacred  historian  must 
be  supposed  to  assert  that  he  laid  his  hands,  not  on  the 
twelve  disciples  at  Ephesus,  but  on  John's  converts  in 
general,  that  the  Holy  Ghost  came  upon  them,  and  that 
they  spake  with  tongues  and  prophesied ;  which  is  in 
effably  absurd. 

Either  this  must  be  supposed,  or  the  words,  which  in 
their  original  structure  are  most  closely  combined,  must 
be  conceived  to  consist  of  two  parts,  the  first  relating  to 
John's  converts  in  general,  the  second  to  the  twelve  dis 
ciples  at  Ephesus ;  and  the  relative  pronoun,  expressive 
of  the  latter  description  of  persons,  instead  of  being  con 
joined  to  the  preceding  clause,  must  be  referred  to  an 
antecedent,  removed  at  the  distance  of  three  verses.  In 
the  whole  compass  of  theological  controversy,  it  would 
be  difficult  to  assign  a  stronger  instance  of  the  force  of 
prejudice  in  obscuring  a  plain  matter  of  fact ;  nor  is  it 
easy  to  conjecture  what  could  be  the  temptation  to  do 
such  violence  to  the  language  of  scripture,  and  to  every 
principle  of  sober  criticism,  unless  it  were  the  horror 
which  certain  divines  have  conceived,  against  every  thing 
which  bore  the  shadow  of  countenancing  anabaptistical 
error.  The  ancient  commentators  appear  to  have  felt  no 
such  apprehensions,  but  to  have  followed,  without  scruple, 
the  natural  import  of  the  passage.* 

*  The  intelligent  reader  will  not  be  displeased  to  see  the  opinion  of 
St.  Austin  on  this  point.  It  is  almost  unnecessary  to  say  that  it  is  de 
cisively  in  our  favour ;  nor  does  it  appear  that  any  of  the  fathers  enter- 
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6.  Independently  of  this  decisive  fact,  whoever  con 
siders  the  extreme  popularity  of  John,  and  the  multitude, 
of  all  descriptions,  who  flocked  to  his  baptism,  will  find 
it  difficult  to  believe,  that  there  \\ere  not  many  in  the 
same  situation  with  these  twelve  disciples.  The  annun 
ciation  of  the  speedy  appearance  of  their  Messiah  was 
the  most  welcome  of  all  intelligence  to  the  Jewish 
people,  and  did  not  fail,  for  a  time,  to  produce  prodigious 
effects. 

The  reader  is  requested  to  notice  the  terms  employed 
to  describe  the  effects  of  John's  ministry,  and  compare 

tained  a  doubt  on  the  subject.  In  confuting  the  opinion  of  those  who 
contended  that  such  as  were  reclaimed  from  heresy  ought  to  be  rebap- 
tized,  he  represents  them  as  arguing,  that  if  the  converts  of  John  re 
quired  to  be  rebaptized,  much  more  those  who  were  converted  from 
heresy.  Since  they  who  had  the  baptism  of  John  were  commanded  by 
Paul  to  be  baptized,  not  having  the  baptism  of  Christ,  why  do  you  extol 
the  merit  of  John,  and  reprobate  the  misery  of  heretics  ?  "I  concede 
to  you,"  says  St.  Austin,  "  the  misery  of  heretics  :  but  heretics  give 
the  baptism  of  Christ,  which  John  did  not  give." 

The  comment  of  Chrysostom,  on  the  passage  under  consideration,  is 
equally  decisive.  "  He  (Paul)  did  not  say  to  them  that  the  baptism  of 
John  was  nothing,  but  that  it  was  incomplete ;  nor  does  he  say  this 
simply,  or  without  having  a  further  purpose  in  view,  but  that  he  might 
teach  and  persuade  them  to  be  baptized  in  the  name  of  Jesus,  which 
they  were,  and  received  the  Holy  Ghost,  by  the  laying  on  of  Paul's 
hands."  In  the  course  of  his  exposition,  he  solves  the  difficulty  attend 
ing  the  supposition  of  disciples  at  Ephesus,  a  place  so  remote  from 
Judaea,  having  received  baptism  from  John.  "  Perhaps,"  says  he 
"  they  were  then  on  a  journey,  and  went  out,  and  were  baptized."  But 
even  when  they  were  baptized,  they  knew  not  Jesus.  Nor  does  he  ask 
them,  Do  ye  believe  on  Jesus?  but,  "  Have  ye  received  the  Holy 
Ghost?"  He  knew  that  they  had  not  received  it,  but  is  desirous  of  speak 
ing  to  them,  that  on  learning  that  they  were  destitute  of  it,  they  might  be 
induced  to  seek  it.  A  little  afterwards  he  adds,  "  Well  did  he  ( Paul) 
denominate  the  baptism  of  John,  the  baptism  of  repentance,  and  not  of 
remission  ;  instructing  and  persuading  them  that  it  was  destitute  of  that 
advantage  :  but  the  effect  of  that  which  was  given  afterwards  was  re 
mission."  Homily  in  loco,  vol.  iv.  Etonae.  I  am  aware  that  very 
learned  men  have  doubted  the  authenticity  of  Chrysostom's  Commen 
tary  on  the  Acts,  on  account  of  the  supposed  inferiority  of  it  to  his  other 
expository  works.  But  without  having  recourse  to  so  violent  a  suppo 
sition,  its  inferiority,  should  it  be  admitted,  may  be  easily  accounted 
for  by  the  negligence,  ignorance,  or  inattention  of  his  amanuensis ; 
supposing  (which  is  not  improbable)  that  his  discourses  were  taken  from 
his  lips.  From  the  time  he  was  sixty  years  of  age,  he  permitted  his 
discourses  to  be  taken  down  in  short-hand,  just  as  he  delivered  them. — 
Euseb.  lib.  vi.  c.  26. 


26  TERMS   OF   COMMUNION. 

them  with  the  language  of  the  historian,  in  depicting  the 
most  prosperous  state  of  the  church.  "  Then  went  out 
to  him  Jerusalem,  and  all  Judaea,  and  all  the  coast  round 
about  Jordan,  and  were  baptized  in  Jordan,  confessing 
their  sins."  Where  is  such  language  employed  to  re 
present  the  success  of  the  apostles  ?  Their  converts  are 
numerically  stated,  and,  at  some  distance  from  our  Lord's 
ascension,  appear  to  have  amounted  to  about  five  thou 
sand,  while  a  great  majority  of  the  nation  continued  im 
penitent  and  incredulous.  "We  read  of  no  party  formed 
against  the  son  of  Zechariah,  no  persecution  raised  against 
his  followers ;  and  such  was  the  reverence  in  which  he 
continued  to  be  held  after  his  death,  that  the  scribes  and 
pharisees,  those  determined  enemies  to  the  gospel,  dared 
not  avow  their  disbelief  of  his  mission,  because  all  the 
people  considered  him  as  a  prophet.  The  historian 
Josephus,  who  is  generally  supposed  by  the  learned  to 
have  made  no  mention  of  our  Saviour,  bears  decisive  tes 
timony  to  John's  merits,  and  imputes  the  misfortunes 
of  Herod  to  the  guilt  he  contracted  by  putting  him  to 
to  death.* 

From  these  considerations,  I  infer,  that  if  we  suppose 
the  converts  made  by  the  apostles  to  have  been  univer 
sally  baptized,  on  their  admission  into  the  church,  (a  fact 
not  doubted  by  our  opponents,)  multitudes  of  them  must 
have  been  in  the  same  situation  with  the  disciples  at 
Ephesus.  How  is  it  possible  it  should  have  been  other 
wise  ?  When  the  number  of  his  converts  was  so  prodi 
gious,  when  the  submission  to  his  institute  appears  to 
have  been  almost  national,  when  of  so  small  a  number  as 
twelve,  two  at  least  of  the  apostles  were  of  his  disciples, 
who  can  doubt,  for  a  moment,  that  some,  at  least,  of  the 
multitudes  who  were  converted  on  or  after  the  day  of 
Pentecost,  consisted  of  such  as  had  previously  submitted 
to  the  baptism  of  John  ?  Is  it  possible  that  the  ministry 
of  the  forerunner,  and  of  the  apostles  of  our  Lord,  should 
both  have  been  productive  of  such  great  effects  among 
the  same  people,  at  the  distance  of  a  few  years,  without 
operating,  in  a  single  instance,  in  the  same  direction,  and 
*  Antiq.  Jud.  lib.  viii.  Colon.  1691. 
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upon  the  same  persons  ?     Amongst  the  converts  at  the 
day  of  Pentecost,  and  at  subsequent  periods,  there  must 
have  been  no  inconsiderable  number  \vho  had  for  a  time 
been  sufficiently  awakened  by  the  ministry  of  John  to 
comply  with  this  ordinance ;  yet  it  is  evident,  from  the 
narrative  in  the  Acts,  as  well  as  admitted  by  our  oppo 
nents,  that  Peter  enjoined  on  them  all,  without  exception, 
the  duty  of  being  immersed  in  the  name  of  Christ.     That 
such  a  description  of  persons  should  need  to  be  converted 
by  the  apostles,  will  easily  be  conceived,  if  we  allow  our 
selves  to  reflect  on  the  circumstances  of  the  times.  "  He 
was  a  burning  and  a  shining  light,"  said  our  Lord,  speaking 
of  his  forerunner,  "  and  ye  were  willing  for  a  time  to  re 
joice  in  his  light."     This  implies  that  their  attachment 
was  transient,  their  repentance  superficial,  and  that  the 
greater  part  of  such  as  appeared,  for  a  while,  most  de 
termined  to  press  into  the  kingdom  of  God,  afterwards 
sunk  into  a  state  of  apathy.     The  singular  spectacle  of  a 
prophet  arising,  after  a  long  cessation  of  prophetical  gifts, 
his  severe  sanctity,  his  bold  and  alarming  address,  coin 
ciding  with  the  general  expectation  of  the  Messiah,  made 
a  powerful  impression  on  the  spirits  of  men,  and  dis 
posed  them  to  pay  a  profound  attention  to  his  ministry  ; 
and  from  their  attachment   to  every  thing   ritual   and 
ceremonial,  they  would  feel  no  hesitation  in  submitting 
to  the  ceremony  enjoined.     But   when   the   kingdom, 
which  they  eagerly  anticipated,  appeared  to  be  altogether 
of  a  spiritual  nature,  divested  of  secular  pomp  and  gran 
deur  ;  when  the  sublimer  mysteries  of  the  gospel  began 
to  be  unfolded,  and  the  necessity  ineulcated  of  eating  the 
flesh,  and  drinking  the  blood,  of  the  Son  of  Man,  the 
people  wTere  offended ;  and  even  of  the  professed  disciples 
of  our  Lord,  "  many  walked  no  more  with  him."     A 
general  declension  succeeded,  so  that  of  the  multitudes 
who  once  appeared  to  be  much  moved  by  his  ministry, 
and  that  of  his  forerunner,  the  number  which  persevered 
was  so  inconsiderable,  that  all  that  could  be  mustered  to 
witness  his  resurrection  amounted  to  little  more  than  five 
hundred,*  a  number  which  may  be  considered  as  consti- 
*  1  Cor.  xv.  6. 
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tuting  the  whole  body  of  the  church,  till  the  day  of  Pen 
tecost. 

The  parable  of  the  house  forsaken  for  a  time  by  an 
evil  spirit,  swept  and  garnished,  to  which  he  returned 
with  seven  more  wicked  than  himself,  it  is  generally  ad 
mitted  was  designed  to  represent  this  temporary  reforma 
tion  of  the  Jewish  nation,  together  with  its  subsequent 
apostasy.  The  day  of  Pentecost  changed  the  scene,  the 
power  of  the  ascended  Saviour  began  to  be  developed ; 
and  three  thousand  were  converted  at  one  time.  Nor 
did  it  cease  here ;  for  soon  after,  we  are  informed  of  a 
great  multitude  of  priests  who  became  obedient  to  the 
faith ;  and  at  a  subsequent  period,  St.  James  reminds  the 
apostle  of  the  gentiles  of  many  myriads  of  converted 
Jews,  all  zealous  for  the  law. 

Let  me  ask  again,  is  it  possible  to  suppose  that  none  of 
these  myriads  consisted  of  such  as  had  been  baptized  by 
John?  Were  they  all,  without  exception,  of  that  im 
pious  class  which  uniformly  held  his  mission  in  con 
tempt  ?  It  is  impossible  to  suppose  it ;  it  is  contradicted 
by  the  express  testimony  of  scripture,  which  affirms  two 
of  the  apostles  to  have  been  his  disciples  and  companions.* 
But  if  such  as  professed  their  faith  in  Christ,  under  the 
ministry  of  the  apostles,  were  baptized  on  that  profession, 
without  any  consideration  of  their  having  been  previously 
immersed  by  John,  or  not,  what  stronger  proof  can  be 
desired,  that  the  institutes  in  question  were  totally  dis 
tinct  ?  Were  we  satisfied  with  an  argumentum  ad 
hominem,  with  the  sort  of  proof  sufficient  to  silence  our 
opponents,  here  the  matter  might  safely  rest.  But,  in 
dependent  of  their  concession,  I  must  add  that  it  is  mani 
fest  from  the  whole  tenour  of  the  Acts,  that  the  baptismal 
rite  was  universally  administered  to  the  converts  to  Chris 
tianity  subsequent  to  the  day  of  Pentecost.  "  Peter  said 
unto  them,  Repent  and  be  baptized,  every  one  of  you  :"  it 
is  added,  almost  immediately,  "  Then  they  that  gladly 
received  his  word  were  baptized." 

It  will  possibly  be  asked,  if-  the  rite  which  the  fore 
runner  of  our  Lord  administered  is  not  to  be  considered 
*  John  i.  35-37. 
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as  a  Christian  institute,  to  what  dispensation  are  we  to 
assign  it,  since  it  is,  manifestly,  no  part  of  the  economy 
of  Moses.  We  reply,  that  it  was  the  symbol  of  a  pecu 
liar  dispensation,  which  was  neither  entirely  legal  nor 
evangelical,  but  occupied  an  intermediate  station,  pos 
sessing  something  of  the  character  and  attributes  of  both ; 
a  kind  of  twilight,  equally  removed  from  the  obscurity  of 
the  first,  and  the  splendour  of  the  last  and  perfect  eco 
nomy  of  religion.  The  law  and  prophets  mere  until  John  ; 
his  mission  constituted  a  distinct  sera,  and  placed  the  na 
tion,  to  which  he  was  sent,  in  circumstances  materially 
different  from  its  preceding  or  subsequent  state.  It  was 
the  sera  of  preparation  ;  it  was  a  voice  which,  breaking 
through  a  long  silence,  announced  the  immediate  approach 
of  the  desire  of  all  nations,  the  messenger  of  tJie  covenant,  in 
whom  they  delighted.  In  announcing  this  event  as  at  hand, 
and  establishing  a  rite  unknown  to  the  law,  expressive  of 
that  purity  of  heart,  and  reformation  of  life,  which  were 
the  only  suitable  preparations  for  his  reception,  he  stood 
alone,  equally  severed  from  the  choir  of  the  prophets,  and 
the  company  of  the  apostles ;  and  the  light  which  he 
emitted,  though  it  greatly  surpassed  every  preceding  illu 
mination,  was  of  short  duration,  being  soon  eclipsed  and 
extinguished  by  that  ineffable  effulgence,  before  which 
nothing  can  retain  its  splendour. 

The  wisdom  of  God  in  the  arrangement  of  successive 
dispensations,  seems  averse  to  sudden  and  violent  inno 
vations,  rarely  introducing  new  rites,  without  incorporat 
ing  something  of  the  old.  As  by  the  introduction  of  the 
Mosaic,  the  simple  ritual  of  the  patriarchal  dispensation 
was  not  so  properly  abolished,  as  amplified  and  extended 
into  a  regular  system  of  prefigurations  of  good  things  to 
come,  in  which  the  worship  by  sacrifices,  and  the  distinc 
tion  of  animals  into  clean  and  unclean,  reappeared  under 
a  new  form ;  so  the  sera  of  immediate  preparation  was 
distinguished  by  a  ceremony  not  entirely  new,  but  de 
rived  from  the  purifications  of  the  law,  applied  to  a 
special  purpose.*  Our  Lord  incorporated  the  same  rite 

*  The  principal  part  of  these  consisted  in  bathing  the  body  in 
'vater. 
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into  his  religion,  newly  modified,  and  adapted  to  the 
peculiar  views  and  objects  of  the  Christian  economy,  in 
conjunction  with  another  positive  institution,  the  rudi 
ments  of  which  are  perceptible  in  the  passover.  It 
seemed  suitable  to  his  wisdom,  by  such  gentle  gradations 
to  conduct  his  church  from  an  infantine  state,  to  a  state 
of  maturity  and  perfection. 

Before  I  dismiss  this  part  of  the  subject,  which  has 
perhaps  already  detained  the  reader  too  long,  I  must  beg 
leave  to  hazard  one  conjecture.  Since  it  is  manifest 
that  the  baptism  of  John  did  not  supersede  the  Christian 
ordinance,  they  being  perfectly  distinct,  it  is  natural  to 
inquire,  who  baptized  the  apostles  and  the  hundred  and 
twenty  disciples  assembled  with  them  at  the  day  of  Pen 
tecost  ?  My  deliberate  opinion  is,  that,  in  the  Christian 
sense  of  the  term,  they  were  not  baptized  at  all.  From 
the  total  silence  of  scripture,  and  from  other  circum 
stances  which  might  be  adduced,  it  is  difficult  to  suppose 
they  submitted  to  that  rite  after  our  Saviour's  resurrec 
tion  ;  and  previous  to  it,  it  has  been  sufficiently  proved 
that  it  was  not  in  force.  It  is  almost  certain  that  some, 
probably  most  of  them,  had  been  baptized  by  John,  but, 
for  reasons  which  have  been  already  amply  assigned, 
this  will  not  account  for  their  not  submitting  to  the 
Christian  ordinance.  The  true  account  seems  to  be,  that 
the  precept  of  baptism  had  no  retrospective  bearing ;  and 
that,  consequently,  its  obligation  extended  only  to  such 
as  were  converted  to  Christianity  subsequently  to  the 
time  of  its  promulgation.  Such  as  had  professed  their  faith 
in  Christ  from  the  period  of  his  first  manifestation,  could 
not,  without  palpable  incongruity,  recommence  that 
profession,  which  would  have  been  to  cancel  and  annul 
their  former  religious  pretensions.  With  what  propriety 
could  the  apostles  of  the  Lord,  who  had  continued  with 
him  in  his  temptations -,  place  themselves  on  a  level  with 
that  multitude,  which,  however  penitent  at  present,  had 
recently  demanded  his  blood  with  clamorous  importu 
nity  ?  not  to  insist  that  they  had  already  received  the 
baptism  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  of  which  the  sacramental 
use  of  water  was  but  a  figure.  They  Avere  not  converted 
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to  the  Christian  religion  subsequently  to  their  Lord's 
resurrection,  nor  did  the  avowal  of  their  attachment  to 
the  Messiah  commence  from  that  period ;  and  therefore 
they  were  not  comprehended  under  the  baptismal  law, 
which  was  propounded  for  the  regulation  of  the  conduct 
of  persons  in  essentially  different  circumstances.  When 
St.  Paul  says,  "  As  many  of  us  as  were  baptized  into 
Christ  hare  put  on  Christ,"  his  language  seems  to  inti 
mate  that  there  were  a  class  of  Christians  to  whom  this 
argument  did  not  apply.* 

Haying  proved,  I  trust  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  candid 
reader,  that  baptism,  considered  as  a  Christian  institution, 
had  no  existence  during  the  personal  ministry  of  our 
Saviour,  the  plea  of  our  opponents,  founded  on  the  sup 
posed  priority  of  that  ordinance  to  the  Lord's  supper,  is 
completely  overruled ;  whatever  weight  it  might  possess, 
supposing  it  were  valid,  must  be  wholly  transferred  to 
the  opposite  side,  and  it  must  be  acknowledged,  either 
that  they  have  reasoned  inconclusively,  or  have  produced 
a  demonstration  in  our  favour.  It  now  appears  that  the 
original  communicants  at  the  Lord's  table,  at  the  time 
they  partook  of  it,  were,  with  respect  to  Christian  bap 
tism,  precisely  in  the  same  situation  with  the  persons 
they  exclude. 


SECTION  II. 

The  Argument  for  Strict  Communion,  from  the  Order  of 
Words  in  the  Apostolic  Commission^  considered. 

The  commission  which  the  apostles  received  after  our 
Lord's  resurrection,  was  in  the  following  words  : — "  All 
power  is  given  to  me  in  heaven  and  in  earth.  Go  ye, 
therefore,  and  teach  all  nations,  baptizing  them  in  the 
name  of  the  Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy 
Ghost:  teaching  them  to  observe  whatsoever  I  have 
commanded  you."  From  baptism  being  mentioned^rtf 
after  teaching,  it  is  urged  that  it  ought  invariably  to  be 
*  Rom.  vi.  3, 
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administered  immediately  after  effectual  instruction  is 
imparted,  and  consequently  before  an  approach  to  the 
Lord's  table.  Whence  it  is  concluded,  that  to  commu 
nicate  with  such  as  are  unbaptized,  is  a  violation  of 
divine  order."8 

It  may  assist  the  reader  to  form  a  judgement  of  the 
force  of  the  argument  adduced  on  this  occasion,  if  we 
reduce  it  to  the  following  syllogism  : 

The  persons  who  are  to  be  taught  to  observe  all  things 
given  in  charge  to  the  apostle,  are  the  baptized  alone. 

But  the  Lord's  supper  is  one  of  these  things. 

Therefore  the  ordinance  of  the  Lord's  supper  ought 
to  be  enjoined  on  the  baptized  alone. 

Here  it  is  obvious  that  the  conclusion  rests  entirely 
upon  this  principle,  that  nothing  which  the  apostles  were 
commissioned  to  enjoin  on  believers,  is  to  be  recom 
mended  to  the  attention  of  persons  not  baptized  ;  since, 
as  far  as  this  argument  is  concerned,  the  observation  of 
the  Lord's  supper  is  supposed  not  to  belong  to  them, 
merely  because  it  forms  a  part  of  those  precepts.  It  is 
obvious,  if  the  reasoning  of  our  opponents  be  valid,  it 
militates  irresistibly  against  the  inculcation  of  every 
branch  of  Christian  duty,  on  persons  who  in  their  judge- 

*  "Teach,"  says  Mr.  Booth,  "  is  the  high  commission,  and  such  the 
express  command  of  him  who  is  Lord  of  all,  when  addressing  those 
who  are  called  to  preach  his  word  and  administer  his  institutions. 
Hence  it  is  manifest  the  commission  and  command  are  first  of  all  to 
teach  :  what  then  1 — to  baptize,  or  to  administer  the  Lord's  supper?  I 
leave  common  sense  to  judge,  and  being  persuaded  that  she  will  give 
her  verdict  in  my  favour,  I  will  venture  to  add,  a  limited  commission 
implies  a  prohibition  of  such  things  as  are  not  contained  in  it;  and 
positive  laws  imply  their  negative. 

"  For  instance,  when  God  commanded  Abraham  to  circumcise  all 
his  males,  he  readily  concluded  that  neither  circumcision,  nor  any 
rite  of  a  similar  nature,  was  to  be  administered  to  his  females.  And 
as  our  brethren  themselves  maintain,  when  Christ  commanded  believers 
should  be  baptized,  without  mentioning  any  others,  he  tacitly  prohib 
ited  that  ordinance  fiom  being  administered  to  infants — so,  by  parity  of 
reason,  if  the  same  sovereign  Lord  commanded  that  believers  should 
he  baptized — baptized  immediately  after  they  made  a  profession  of 
faith,  then  he  must  intend  that  the  administration  of  baptism  should  be 
prior  to  a  reception  of  the  Lord's  supper,  and,  consequently,  tacitly 
prohibits  every  unbaptized  person  having  communion  at  his  table." — 
Booth's  Apology,  p.  34. 
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ment  have  not  partaken  of  the  baptismal  sacrament :  it 
excludes  them  not  merely  from  the  Lord's  supper,  but 
from  every  species  of  instruction  appropriate  to  chris- 
tians  ;  nor  can  they  exhort  pa&dobaptists  to  walk  worthy 
of  their  high  calling,  to  adorn  their  Christian  profession, 
to  cultivate  brotherly  love,  or  to  the  performance  of  any 
duty  resulting  from  their  actual  relation  to  Christ,  with 
out  a  palpable  violation  of  their  own  principles.  In  all 
such  instances  they  would  be  teaching  them  to  observe 
injunctions  which  Christ  gave  in  charge  to  the  apostles 
for  the  regulation  of  Christian  conduct,  while  they  deem 
it  necessary  to  repel  them  from  the  sacrament,  merely  on 
account  of  its  forming  a  part  of  those  injunctions.  Nor 
can  they  avoid  the  force  of  this  reasoning,  by  objecting 
that  though  it  may  be  their  duty  to  enjoin  on  unbaptized 
believers  some  parts  of  the  mind  of  Christ  respecting 
the  conduct  of  his  mystical  members,  it  will  not  follow 
that  they  are  to  be  admitted  to  the  Lord's  table ;  and  that 
their  meaning  is,  that  it  is  only  subsequently  to  baptism, 
that  all  things  ought  to  be  enforced  on  the  consciences  of 
Christians.  For  if  it  be  once  admitted  that  the  clause  on 
which  so  much  stress  is  laid,  is  not  to  be  interpreted  so 
as  absolutely  to  exclude  unbaptized  christians  from  the 
whole  of  its  import,  to  what  purpose  is  it  alleged  against 
their  admission  to  the  eucharist  ?  or  how  does  it  appear 
that  this  may  not  be  one  of  the  parts  in  which  they  are 
comprehended  ? 

"When  the  advocates  for  strict  communion  remind  us 
of  the  order  in  which  the  two  positive  institutions  of 
Christianity  are  enjoined,  they  appear  to  assume  it  for 
granted  that  we  are  desirous  of  inverting  that  order,  and 
that  we  are  contending  for  the  celebration  of  the  eucha 
rist  previous  to  baptism,  in  the  case  of  a  clear  compre 
hension  of  the  nature  and  obligation  of  each.  We  plead 
for  nothing  of  the  kind.  Supposing  a  convert  to  Christi 
anity  convinced  of  the  ordinance  of  baptism,  in  the  light 
in  which  we  contemplate  it,  we  should  urge  his  obliga 
tion  to  comply  with  it,  previous  to  his  reception  of  the 
sacrament,  with  as  little  hesitation  as  the  most  rigid  of 
our  opponents ;  nor  should  we  be  more  disposed  than 

VOL.  in.  n 
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themselves  to  countenance  a  neglect  of  known  duty,  or 
a  wanton  inversion  of  the  order  of  Christian  appointments. 
Whether  in  such  circumstances  the  attention  of  a  candi 
date  for  Christian  communion  should  first  be  directed  to 
baptism,  is  not  the  question  at  issue ;  but  what  conduct 
ought  to  be  maintained  towards  sincere  Christians,  who, 
after  serious  examination,  profess  their  conviction  of  being 
baptized  already,  or  who,  in  any  manner  whatever,  are 
withheld  by  motives  purely  conscientious,  from  comply 
ing  with  what  we  conceive  to  be  a  Christian  ordinance. 
To  justify  the  exclusion  of  such  from  the  Lord's  table,  it 
is  not  sufficient  to  allege  the  prescribed  order  of  the  in 
stitutions  ;  it  is  necessary  also  to  evince  such  a  depend 
ence  of  one  upon  the  other,  that  a  neglect  of  the  first 
from  involuntary  mistake,  annuls  the  obligation  of  the 
second.  Let  this  dependence  be  once  clearly  pointed  out, 
and  we  give  up  the  cause.  It  has  been  asserted,  indeed, 
with  much  confidence,  that  we  have  the  same  authority 
for  confining  our  communion  to  baptized  persons,  as  the 
ancient  Jews  for  admitting  none  but  such  as  had  been 
circumcised,  to  the  passover  ;  a  simple  recital,  however, 
of  the  words  of  the  law,  with  respect  to  that  ancient  rite, 
will  be  sufficient  to  demonstrate  the  contrary  :  "  When 
a  stranger  shall  sojourn  with  thee,  and  will  keep  his  pass- 
over  to  the  Lord,  let  all  his  males  be  circumcised,  and 
then  let  him  come  and  keep  it,  and  he  shall  be  as  one 
that  is  born  in  the  land ;  for  no  uncircumcised  person 
shall  eat  thereof."  But  where,  let  me  ask,  is  it  asserted 
in  the  New  Testament  that  no  unbaptized  person  shall 
partake  of  the  eucharist  ?  *  So  far  from  this,  it  has 
been,  I  trust,  satisfactorily  shown,  that,  of  the  original 
communicants  at  its  first  institution,  not  one  was  thus 
qualified. 

I  presume  it  will  be  acknowledged  that  the  Jewish  law 

*  "  Was  it  the  duty,  think  you,  of  an  ancient  Israelite  to  worship  at  the 
sanctuary,  or  to  partake  of  the  paschal  feast,  before  lie  was  circumcised? 
Or  was  it  the  duty  of  the  Jewish  priests  to  burn  incense  in  the  holy 
place,  before  they  offered  the  morning  or  evening  sacrifice  ?  The  ap 
pointments  of  God  must  be  administered  in  his  own  way,  and  in  that 
order  which  he  has  fixed." — Booth's  Apology,  p.  143. 
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was  so  clear  and  express  in  insisting  on  circumcision  as 
a  necessary  preparation  for  partaking  of  the  paschal  lamb, 
that  none  could  mistake  it,  or  approach  that  feast  in  an 
uncircumcised  state,  without  being  guilty  of  wilful  im 
piety  ;  and  if  it  is  intended  to  insinuate  the  same  charge 
against  pa3dobaptists,  let  it  be  alleged  without  disguise, 
that  it  may  be  fairly  met  and  refuted.  But  if  it  be  ac 
knowledged  that  nothing  but  such  involuntary  mistakes, 
such  unintentional  errors  as  are  incident  to  some  of  the 
wisest  and  best  of  men,  are  imputable  in  the  present 
instance,  we  are  at  a  loss  to  conceive  upon  what  prin 
ciple  they  are  compared  to  wilful  prevarication  and  rebel 
lion.  The  degree  of  blame  which  attaches  to  the  con 
duct  of  those  who  mistake  the  will  of  Christ  with  respect 
to  the  sacramental  use  of  water,  we  shall  not  pretend  to 
determine ;  but  we  feel  no  hesitation  in  affirming,  that 
the  practice  of  comparing  it  to  a  presumptuous  violation 
and  contempt  of  divine  law,  is  equally  repugnant  to  the 
dictates  of  propriety  and  of  candour.  Among  the  innu 
merable  descendants  of  Abraham,  it  is  impossible  to  find 
one,  since  their  departure  from  Egypt,  who  has  doubted 
of  the  obligation  or  circumcision,  of  the  proper  subjects 
of  that  rite,  or  of  its  being  an  indispensable  prerequisite 
to  the  privileges  of  the  Mosaic  covenant.  Among  chris- 
tians,  on  the  contrary,  of  unexceptionable  character  and 
exalted  piety,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  the  subject,  the 
mode,  and  the  perpetuity  of  baptism,  have  each  supplied 
occasion  for  controversy ;  which  can  only  be  ascribed  to 
the  minute  particularity  with  which  the  ceremonies  of 
the  law  were  enjoined,  compared  to  the  precise  brevity 
which  characterises  the  history  of  evangelical  institutes. 
We  are  far,  however,  from  insinuating  a  doubt  on  the 
obligation  of  believers  to  submit  to  the  ordinance  of 
baptism,  or  of  its  being  exclusively  appropriated  to  such ; 
but  we  affirm  that  in  no  part  of  scripture  is  it  inculcated 
as  a  preparative  to  the  Lord's  supper^  and  that  this  view 
of  it  is  a  mere  fiction  of  the  imagination. 

"When  duties  are  enjoined  in  a  certain  series,  each  of 
them,  on  the  authority  in  which  they  originate,  become 
obligatory ;  nor  are  we  excused  from  performing  those 
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which  stand  later  in  the  series,  on  account  of  our  haying, 
from  misconception  of  their  meaning,  or  from  any  other 
cause,  omitted  the  first.  To  exemplify  this  by  a  familiar 
instance  :  It  will  be  admitted  that  the  law  of  nature  en 
forces  the  following  duties,  resulting  from  the  relation  of 
children  to  their  parents  :  first,  to  yield  implicit  obedi 
ence  in  the  state  of  nonage  ;  next,  in  maturer  age  to  pay 
respectful  deference  to  their  advice,  and  a  prompt  atten 
tion  to  their  wants ;  lastly,  after  they  are  deceased,  affec 
tionately  to  cherish  their  memory,  and  defend  their  good 
name.  None  will  deny  that  each  of  these  branches  of 
conduct  is  obligatory,  and  that  this  is  the  order  in  which 
they  are  recommended  to  our  attention.  But  will  it  be 
contended  that  he  who  has  neglected  the  first,  ought  not 
to  perform  the  second ;  or  that  he  who  has  failed  in  the 
second,  ought  to  omit  the  third  ?  To  such  an  absurd 
pretence  we  should  immediately  reply  that  they  are  all 
independently  obligatory,  as  respective  dictates  of  the 
divine  will ;  and  that  for  him  who  has  violated  one  or 
them,  to  urge  his  past  delinquencies  as  an  apology  for 
the  present,  would  only  prove  an  aggravation  of  his  guilt. 
It  is  true  that  some  duties  are  so  situated,  as  parts  or 
appendages  of  preceding  ones,  that  their  obligation  may 
be  said  to  result  from  them ;  as,  for  example,  the  duty 
of  confessing  Christ  before  men  arises  from  the  pre 
vious  duty  of  believing  on  him ;  and  that  of  joining  a 
Christian  society,  presupposes  the  obligation  of  becom 
ing  a  Christian.  In  such  cases,  however,  as  the  con 
nexion  betwixt  the  respective  branches  of  practice  is 
founded  on  the  nature  of  things,  it  is  easily  perceived, 
and  rarely,  if  ever,  the  subject  of  controversy.  In  a 
series  of  positive  precepts,  this  principle  has  no  place ; 
as  they  originate  merely  in  arbitrary  appointment,  their 
mutual  relation  can  only  be  the  result  of  clear  and  ex 
press  command;  and  as  reason  could  never  have  dis 
covered  their  obligation,  so  it  is  as  little  able  to  ascer 
tain  their  intrinsic  connexion  and  dependence,  which, 
wherever  it  subsists,  must  be  the  effects  of  the  same 
positive  prescription  which  gave  them  birth.  It  cannot 
be  pretended  that  an  unbaptized  believer  is  intrinsically 
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disqualified  for  a  suitable  attendance  at  the  Lord's  table, 
or  that  it  is  so  essentially  connected  with  baptism,  as  to 
render  the  act  of  communion,  in  itself,  absurd  or  impro 
per.     The  communion  has  no  retrospective  reference  to 
baptism,  nor  is  baptism  an  anticipation  of  communion. 
Enjoined  at  different  times,  and  appointed  for  different 
purposes,  they  are  capable,  without  the  least  inconveni 
ence,  of  being  contemplated  apart ;  and  on  no  occasion 
are  they  mentioned  in  such  a  connexion  as  to  imply, 
much  less  to  assert,  that  the  one  is  enjoined  with  a  view 
to  the  other.     Such  a  connexion,  we  acknowledge,  sub 
sisted  betwixt  the  rites  of  circumcision  and  the  passover ; 
and  all  we  demand  of  the  advocates  of  strict  communion 
is,  that  instead  of  amusing  us  with  fanciful  analogies 
drawn  from  an  antiquated  law,  they  would  point  us  to 
some  clause  in  the  New  Testament  which  asserts  a  simi 
lar  relation  betwixt  baptism  and  the  Lord's  supper.    But 
here,  where  the  very  hinge  of  the  controversy  turns,  the 
Scriptures  are  silent.     They  direct  us  to  be  baptized,  and 
they  direct  us  to  commemorate  the  Saviour's  death ;  but 
not  a  syllable  do  they  utter  to  inform  us  of  the  insepa 
rable  connexion  betwixt  these  two    ordinances.     This 
deficiency  is  ill  supplied  by  fervid  declamation  on  the 
perspicuity  of  our  Lord's  commission,  and  the  inexcusable 
inattention  or  prejudice  which  has  led  to  a  misconcep 
tion  of  its  meaning ;  for  let  the  persons  whom  these 
charges  may  concern  be  as  guilty  as  they  may,   since 
they  are  still  acknowledged  to  be  Christians,  the  questions 
return,   why  are  they  debarred  from  the  communion  of 
saints,  and,  while  entitled  to  all  other  spiritual  privileges, 
supposed  to  be  incapacitated  from  partaking  of  the  sym 
bols  of  a  crucified  Saviour  ?  How  came  the  deteriorating 
effects  of  their  error  respecting  baptism  to  affect  them 
but  in  one  point,  that  of  their  eligibility  as  candidates 
for  communion,  without  spreading  farther  ?  That  it  just 
amounts  to  a  forfeiture  of  this  privilege,  and  of  no  other, 
is  a  conclusion  to   which,  as  it  is  certain  it  cannot  be 
established  by  reason,  we  ask  to  be  conducted  by  revela 
tion  ;  and  we  entreat  our  opponents  for  information  on 
that  head  again  and  again,  but  entreat  in  vain. 
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Were  we  to  judge  from  the  ardent  attachment  which 
the  abettors  of  strict  communion,  on  all  occasions,  pro 
fess  to  the  positive  institutes  of  the  gospel,  we  should 
suppose  that  the  object  of  their  efforts  was  to  raise  them 
to  their  just  estimation,  and  to  rescue  them  from  desue 
tude  and  neglect.  "We  should  conjecture  that  they  arose 
from  a  solicitude  to  revive  certain  practices  which  had 
prevailed  in  the  purest  ages  of  the  church,  but  were 
afterwards  laid  aside,  just  as  the  ordinance  of  preaching 
was,  during  the  triumph  of  the  papacy,  almost  consigned 
to  oblivion ;  and  that  the  consequence  of  complying  with 
their  suggestions,  would  be  a  more  complete  exhibition 
of  Christianity  in  all  its  parts.  But  their  zeal  operates 
in  quite  a  contrary  direction.  The  success  of  their 
scheme  tends  not  to  extend  the  practice  of  baptism,  no, 
not  in  a  single  instance,  but  merely  to  exclude  the  Lord's 
supper.  Leaving  the  former  appointment  unaltered  and 
untouched,  it  merely  proposes  to  abolish  the  latter ;  and, 
as  far  as  it  is  practicable,  to  lay  the  Christian  world  under 
an  interdict.  The  real  state  of  the  case  is  as  follows  : 
On  the  subject  of  baptism,  and  particularly  whether  it  is 
applicable  to  infants,  opinions  are  divided,  and  the  ma 
jority  have  come,  as  we  conceive,  to  an  erroneous  con 
clusion.  Plow  do  they  propose  to  remedy  this  evil  ?  By 
throwing  all  manner  of  obstacles  in  the  way  of  an  ap 
proach  to  the  Lord's  table,  and,  as  far  as  their  power 
extends,  rendering  it  impracticable,  by  clogging  it  with 
a  condition  at  which  conscience  revolts.  They  propose 
to  punish  men  for  the  involuntary  neglect  of  one  ordi 
nance,  by  compelling  them  to  abandon  the  other ;  and 
because  they  are  uneasy  at  perceiving  them  perform  but 
one  half  of  their  duty,  oblige  them,  as  far  as  lies  in  their 
power,  to  omit  the  whole.  I  must  confess  I  feel  no  par 
tiality  for  those  violent  remedies,  which,  under  the  pre 
tence  of  reforming,  destroy  ;  or  for  that  passion  for  order 
which  would  rather  witness  the  entire  desolation  of  the 
sanctuary,  than  a  defalcation  of  its  rites  ;  and  in  spite  of 
all  the  efforts  of  sophistry,  I  must  be  permitted  to  believe 
that  our  Lord's  express  injunction  on  his  followers,  u  do 
this  in  remembrance  of  me,"  is  a  better  reason  for  the 
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celebration  of  the  communion  than  can  be  adduced  for 
its  neglect. 

SECTION  III. 

The  Argument  from  Apostolical  Precedent,  and  from  the 
different  Significations  of  the  two  Institutions,  consi 
dered. 

In  vindication  of  their  practice,  our  opponents  are 
wont  to  urge  the  order  of  administration  in  the  primitive 
and  apostolic  practice.  They  remind  us  that  the  mem 
bers  of  the  primitive  church  were  universally  baptized ; 
that,  if  we  acknowledge  its  constitution  in  that  respect 
to  be  expressive  of  the  mind  of  Christ,  we  are  bound  to 
follow  that  precedent,  and  that  to  deviate  from  it,  in  this 
particular,  is  virtually  to  impeach  either  the  wisdom  of 
our  Lord,  or  the  fidelity  of  his  apostles.* 

With  respect  to  the  universality  of  the  practice  of 
Christian  baptism,  having  already  stated  our  views,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  repeat  what  has  already  been  advanced, 
or  to  recapitulate  the  reasons  on  which  we  found  our 
opinion,  that  it  was  not  extended  to  such  as  were  con 
verted  previous  to  our  Lord's  resurrection.  Subsequently 
to  that  period,  we  admit,  without  hesitation,  that  the 
converts  to  the  Christian  faith  submitted  to  that  ordinance, 
prior  to  their  reception  into  the  Christian  church.  As 
little  are  we  disposed  to  deny  that  it  is  at  present  the 
duty  of  the  sincere  believer  to  follow  their  example,  and 

*  "  The  order  of  administration,"  says  Mr.  Booth,  "  in  the  primitive 
and  apostolic  practice,  now  demands  our  notice.  That  the  apostles, 
when  endued  with  power  from  on  high,  understood  our  Lord  in  the 
sense  for  which  we  plead,  and  practised  accordingly,  is  quite  evident. 
Then  they  that  gladly  received  his  word  were,  what  1  admitted  to  the 
Lord's  table  ?  No,  but  baptized  :—  And  the  same  day  there  tven'  add 
ed  to  them  about  three  thousand  soul*  :  and  they  continued  stedfast 
in  the  apostles'  doctrine  and  fellowship,  and  in  breaking  of  bread, 
and  in  prayer^  If  our  brethren  do  not  look  upon  the  apostolic  prece 
dent  as  expressive  of  the  mind  of  Christ,  and  as  a  pattern  for  future 
imitation,  to  the  end  of  the  world,  they  must  consider  the  apostles  as 
either  ignorant  of  our  Lord's  will,  or  as  unfaithful  in  the  performance  of 
it."— Booth's  Apology,  pp.  47,  48. 
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that,  supposing  him  to  he  clearly  convinced  of  the  nature 
and  import  of  baptism,  he  would  be  guilty  of  a  criminal 
irregularity  who  neglected  to  attend  to  it,  previous  to  his 
entering  into  Christian  fellowship.  On  the  obligation  of 
both  the  positive  rites  enjoined  in  the  New  Testament, 
and  the  prior  claim  of  baptism  to  the  attention  of  such 
as  are  properly  enlightened  on  the  subject,  we  have  no 
dispute.  All  we  contend  for  is,  that  they  do  not  so  de 
pend  one  upon  the  other  that  the  conscientious  omission 
of  the  first  forfeits  the  privilege,  or  cancels  the  duty,  of 
observing  the  second ;  nor  are  we  able  to  perceive  that 
what,  in  the  present  instance,  is  styled  apostolic  prece 
dent,  at  all  decides  the  question.  To  attempt  to  deter 
mine  under  what  circumstances  the  highest  precedent 
possesses  the  form  of  law,  involves  a  difficult  and  deli 
cate  inquiry ;  for,  while  it  is  acknowledged  that  much 
deference  is  due  to  primitive  example,  there  were  certain 
usages  in  apostolical  times,  which  few  would  attempt  to 
revive.  There  is  one  general  rule,  however,  applicable 
to  the  subject,  which  is,  that  no  matter  of  fact  is  entitled 
to  be  considered  as  an  authoritative  precedent,  which 
necessarily  arose  out  of  existing  circumstances,  so  that  in 
the  then  present  state  of  things,  it  could  not  fail  to  have 
occurred.  The  foundation  of  this  rule  is  obvious.  No 
thing  is  of  the  nature  of  law  but  what  emanates  from 
the  will  of  the  legislator ;  but  when  a  particular  fact, 
recorded  in  an  historical  narration,  is  so  situated,  that  the 
contrary  would  have  appeared  incongruous  or  absurd ; 
in  other  words,  when  it  could  not  fail  to  be  the  result  of 
previous  occurrences,  such  a  fact  is  destitute  of  the  essen 
tial  characteristic  of  a  law ;  it  has  no  apparent  depend 
ence  upon  a  superior  will. 

Hence  many  practices  occur  in  the  history  of  the  apos 
tolic  transactions,  which  it  is  universally  admitted  we  are 
not  obliged  to  imitate.  It  is  an  unquestionable  fact,  that 
the  eucharist  was  first  celebrated  with  unleavened  bread, 
on  the  evening,  in  an  upper  room,  and  to  Jews  only ;  but 
as  we  distinctly  perceive  that  these  particulars  originated 
in  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  time,  we  are  far  from 
considering  them  as  binding.  On  the  same  principle,  we 
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account  for  the  members  of  the  primitive  church  consist 
ing  only  of  such  as  were  baptized,  without  erecting  that 
circumstance  into  an  invariable  rule  of  action.  When 
we  recollect  that  no  error  or  mistake  subsisted,  or  could 
subsist,  among  Christians  at  that  period,  we  are  compelled 
to  regard  it  as  the  necessary  consequence  of  the  state  of 
opinions  then  prevalent.  While  all  the  faithful  concur 
red  in  their  interpretation  of  the  law  which  enjoins  it, 
how  is  it  possible  to  suppose  it  neglected  ?  or  whence 
could  rebaptized  communicants  have  been  drawn  ?  Is 
this  circumstance,  to  which  so  much  importance  is  at 
tached,  of  such  a  nature  that  no  account  can  be  given  of 
it,  but  upon  the  principle  of  our  opponents  ?  or  is  it  the 
necessary  consequence  of  the  then  actual  situation  of  the 
church  ?  If  the  latter  be  admitted,  it  ceases,  for  the  rea 
son  already  alleged,  to  be  a  precedent,  or  a  rule  for  the 
direction  of  future  times. 

We  are  willing  to  go  a  step  further,  and  to  acknow 
ledge  that  he  who,  convinced  of  the  divine  origin  of 
Christianity  by  the  ministry  of  the  apostles,  had  refused 
to  be  baptized,  would,  at  that  period,  have  been  justly 
debarred  from  receiving  the  sacramental  elements. 
While  the  apostles  were  yet  living,  and  daily  exemplify 
ing  the  import  of  their  commission  before  the  eyes  of 
the  people,  it  would  have  been  impossible  to  pretend 
ignorance ;  nor  could  that  sincerity  fail  to  be  suspected, 
which  was  not  accompanied  with  an  implicit  submission 
to  their  authority. 

"  He  that  receiveth  you,"  saith  our  Lord,  "  receiveth 
me  ;  he  that  rejecteth  you,  rejecteth  me."  Agreeably  to 
which  we  find  that  the  disciple  whom  Jesus  loved  did 
not  scruple  to  use  the  following  language  : — "  By  this  ye 
know  the  spirit  of  truth  and  the  spirit  of  error ;  he  that 
is  of  God  heareth  us  ;  he  that  is  not  of  God  heareth  not 
us."  Such  a  conduct  was  perfectly  proper.  As  there 
can  be  but  two  guides  in  religion,  reason  and  authority, 
and  every  man  must  form  his  belief,  either  by  following 
the  light  of  his  own  mind,  or  the  information  and  in 
struction  he  derives  from  others :  so,  it  is  equally  evi 
dent,  it  is  only  by  the  last  of  these  methods  that  the 
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benefit  of  a  new  revelation  can  be  diffused.  Either  we 
must  suppose  an  infinite  multitude  of  miracles  performed 
on  the  minds  of  individuals  to  convey  the  knowledge  of 
supernatural  truths,  or  that  one  or  more  are  thus  preter- 
naturally  enlightened,  and  invested  with  a  commission  to 
speak  in  the  name  of  God  to  others ;  endowed  at  the 
same  time,  with  such  peculiar  powers,  such  a  control  over 
nature,  or  such  a  foresight  of  future  contingencies,  as 
shall  be  sufficient  to  accredit  and  establish  his  mission. 

He  who  refuses  to  submit  to  the  guidance  of  persons 
thus  attested  and  accredited,  must  be  considered  as  vir 
tually  renouncing  the  revelation  imparted,  and,  as  the 
necessary  consequence,  forfeiting  his  interest  in  its  bless 
ings.  On  these  grounds  it  is  not  difficult  to  perceive  that 
a  primitive  convert,  or  rather  pretended  convert,  who, 
without  doubting  that  baptism,  in  the  way  in  which  we 
practise  it,  formed  a  part  of  the  apostolic  commission, 
had  refused  compliance,  would  have  been  deemed  un 
worthy  Christian  communion,  not  on  account  of  any  spe 
cific  connexion  betwixt  the  two  ordinances,  but  on  ac 
count  of  his  evincing  a  spirit  totally  repugnant  to  the 
mind  of  Christ.  By  rejecting  the  only  authority  estab 
lished  upon  earth  for  the  direction  of  conscience,  and  the 
termination  of  doubts  and  controversies,  he  would,  un 
doubtedly,  have  been  repelled  as  a  contumacious  schis 
matic.  But  what  imaginable  resemblance  is  there  be 
twixt  such  a  mode  of  procedure,  and  the  conduct  of  our 
pasdobaptist  brethren,  who  oppose  no  legitimate  authority, 
impeach  no  part  of  the  apostolic  testimony,  but  mistak 
ing  (in  our  judgement  at  least)  its  import  in  one  parti 
cular,  decline  a  practice  which  many  of  them  would  be 
the  first  to  comply  with,  were  they  once  convinced  it  was 
the  dictate  of  duty,  and  the  will  of  heaven  ?  In  the  one 
case,  we  perceive  open  rebellion,  in  the  other,  involun 
tary  error ;  in  the  one,  the  pride  which  opposes  itself  to 
the  dictates  of  inspired  wisdom,  in  the  other,  a  specimen 
(an  humbling  one  it  is  true)  of  that  infirmity,  in  conse 
quence  of  which  we  all  u  see  but  in  part,  and  know  but 
in  part."  Since,  whatever  degree  of  prejudice  or  inatten 
tion  we  may  be  disposed  to  impute  to  the  abetters  of  in- 


TERMS   OF   COMMUNION.  43 

font  sprinkling,  the  principles  on  -which  they  proceed  are 
essentially  different  from  those  which  could  alone  have 
occasioned  the  introduction  of  that  practice  in  apostolic 
times,  we  are  at  a  loss  to  conceive  the  propriety  of  class 
ing  them  together,  or  of  animadverting  upon  them  with 
equal  severity.  The  apostles  would  have  repelled  from 
their  communion  men,  who,  while  they  professed  to  be 
followers  of  Christ,  refused  submission  to  his  inspired 
messengers  ;  in  other  words,  they  would  have  rejected 
some  of  the  worst  of  men  :  therefore,  say  our  opponents, 
we  feel  ourselves  justified  in  excluding  multitudes  whom 
we  acknowledge  to  be  the  best.  I  am  at  a  loss  whether 
most  to  admire  the  logic,  the  equity,  or  the  modesty  of 
such  a  conclusion. 

Besides,  this  reasoning  from  precedent  is  of  so  flexible 
a  nature,  that  it  may  with  equal  ease  be  employed  in  a 
contrary  direction,  and  be  turned  to  the  annoyance  of  our 
opponents.  As  it  is  an  acknowledged  fact,  that  in  pri 
mitive  times  all  the  faithful  were  admitted  to  an  equality 
of  participation  in  every  Christian  privilege  ;  to  repel  the 
great  majority  of  them  on  account  of  an  error,  acknow 
ledged  not  to  be  fundamental,  is  at  once  a  wide  depar 
ture  from  the  apostolic  example,  and  a  palpable  contra 
diction  to  the  very  words  employed  in  its  first  institution  j 
"  drink  ye  all  of  it;  do  this  in  remembrance  of  me :" 
words  addressed,  as  has  already  been  proved,  to  persons 
who  had  not  received  Christian  baptism.  If  it  be  replied, 
that  though  all  Christians  originally  communicated,  yet 
from  the  period  of  the  Pentecost,  at  least,  they  were  all 
previously  initiated  by  immersion,  the  inquiry  returns, 
were  they  baptized  on  account  of  the  necessary  connexion 
of  that  appointment  with  the  eucharist,  or  purely  in  de 
ference  to  the  apostolic  injunction  ?  To  assert  the  for 
mer  would  be  palpably  begging  the  question  ;  and  if  the 
latter  is  affirmed,  we  reply,  that  as  they  practised  as  they 
did,  in  deference  to  the  will  of  God,  so  our  preclobaptist 
brethren,  in  declining  the  practice  which,  we  adopt,  re 
gulate  their  conduct  by  the  same  principle. 

The  show  of  conformity  to  apostolic  precedent  is  with 
the  advocates  of  strict  communion,  and  nothing  more ; 
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the  substance  and  reality  are  with  us.  Their  confor 
mity  is  to  the  letter,  ours  to  the  spirit ;  theirs  circum 
stantial  and  incidental,  ours  radical  and  essential.  In 
•withholding  the  signs  from  those  who  are  in  possession 
of  the  thing  signified,  in  refusing  to  communicate  the 
symbols  of  the  great  sacrifice  to  those  who  are  equally 
with  themselves  sprinkled  by  its  blood  and  sharers  of  its 
efficacy,  in  dividing  the  regenerate  into  two  classes,  be 
lievers  and  communicants,  and  confining  the  church  to 
the  narrow  limit  of  a  sect,  they  have  violated  more 
maxims  of  antiquity,  and  receded  further  from  the  ex 
ample  of  the  apostles,  than  any  class  of  Christians  on  re 
cord. 

We  live  in  a  mutable  world,  and  the  diversity  of  senti 
ment  which  has  arisen  in  the  Christian  church  on  the 
subject  of  baptism,  has  placed  things  in  a  new  situation, 
and  has  given  birth  to  a  case  which  can  be  determined 
only  by  an  appeal  to  the  general  principles  of  the  gospel, 
and  to  those  injunctions  in  particular,  which  are  designed 
to  regulate  the  conduct  of  Christians,  whose  judgement  in 
in  points  of  secondary  moment  differs.  These  we  shall 
have  occasion  to  discuss  in  another  part  of  this  treatise, 
where  it  will,  we  trust,  be  satisfactorily  shown  that  we 
are  furnished  with  a  clue  fully  sufficient  tor  our  guidance ; 
and  when  we  consider  the  impossibility  of  comprehend 
ing,  in  any  code  whatever,  every  possible  combination  of 
future  occurrences  and  events,  we  shall  perceive  the  ne 
cessity  of  having  recourse  to  those  large  and  comprehen 
sive  maxims,  which  the  prospective  wisdom  of  the  Father 
of  lights,  and  the  Author  of  revelation  has  abundantly 
supplied. 

Were  it  not  that  more  are  capable  of  numbering  argu 
ments,  than  of  weighing  them,  the  mention  of  the  fol 
lowing  might  be  omitted.  The  significations  of  the  two 
positive  ordinances  of  the  gospel  are  urged  in  proof  of 
the  necessity  of  baptism  preceding  the  Lord's  supper. 
The  first,  we  are  reminded  by  our  opponents,  is  styled  by 
theologians  the  sacrament  of  regeneration,  or  of  initia 
tion;  the  second,  the  sacrament  of  nutrition.*  To  argue 

*  "  ID  submitting  to  baptism,"  says  Mr.  Booth,  "  we  have  an  emblem 


TERMS   OF   COMMUNION.  45 

from  metaphors  is  rarely  a  conclusive  mode  of  reasoning  ; 
but  if  it  were,  the  regenerate  state  of  our  paedobaptist 
brethren  would  surely  afford  a  much  better  reason  for 
admitting  them  to  the  sacrament  of  nutrition,  than  their 
misconception  of  a  particular  command  for  prohibiting 
them,  unless  we  choose  to  affirm  that  the  shadow  is  of 
more  importance  than  the  substance,  or  that  the  sacra 
ment  of  nutrition  is  not  intended  to  nourish. 

Their  actual  possession  of  spiritual  life,  in  consequence 
of  their  union  to  the  Head  of  the  church,  necessarily  im 
plies  a  title  to  every  Christian  privilege,  by  which  such  a 
life  is  cherished  and  maintained,  unless  there  were  an 
express  prohibition  to  the  contrary  ;  nor  is  it  to  be  doubt 
ed  that  the  acknowledgement  of  pa^dobaptists,  as  chris- 
tians,  implies  a  competence  to  enter  into  the  full  import 
of  the  rites  commemorative  of  our  Lord's  death  and  pas 
sion.  To  consider  the  Lord's  supper,  however,  as  a  mere 
commemoration  of  that  event,  is  to  entertain  a  very  in 
adequate  view  of  it.  If  we  credit  St.  Paul,  it  is  also  a 
federal  rite  in  which,  in  token  of  our  reconciliation  with 
God,  we  eat  and  drink  in  his  presence  :  it  is  a  feast  upon 
a  sacrifice,  by  which  we  become  partakers  at  the  altar, 
not  less  really,  though  in  a  manner  more  elevated  and 
spiritual,  than  those  who  under  the  ancient  economy  pre 
sented  their  offerings  in  the  temple.  In  this  ordinance, 
the  cup  is  a  spiritual  participation  of  the  blood,  the  bread 
of  the  body  of  the  crucified  Saviour  :  *  and  as  our  paedo 
baptist  brethren  are  allowed  to  be  in  covenant  with  God, 
their  title  to  every  federal  rite  follows  of  course,  unless  it 
is  barred  by  some  clear,  unequivocal,  declaration  of  scrip 
ture;  instead  of  which,  we  meet  with  nothing  on  the 
opposite  side  but  precarious  conjectures,  and  remote 
analogies. 

of  our  union  and  communion  with  Jesus  Christ,  as  our  great  Represen 
tative,  in  his  death,  burial,  and  resurrection.  And  as  in  baptism  we 
profess  to  have  renewed  spiritual  life,  so  in  communicating  at  the  Lord  s 
table,  we  have  the  emblems  of  that  heavenly  food  by  which  we  grow, 
and  by  virtue  of  which  we  hope  to  live  for  ever.  Hence  theological^ 
writers  have  often  called  baptism  the  sacrament  of  regeneration,  or  of 
initiation,  and  the  Lord's  supper,  the  sacrament  of  nutrition." — Booth's 
Apology. 

*  1  Cor.  xi.  26. 
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Our  opponents  are  extremely  fond  of  representing 
baptism,  under  the  New  Testament,  as  essential  as  cir 
cumcision  under  the  old,  inferring  from  thence  that  no 
unbaptized  person  is  admissible  to  the  eucharist,  for  the 
same  reason  that  no  one  who  was  not  circumcised,  was 
permitted  to  partake  of  the  paschal  feast.  But  besides 
that  this  is  to  reason  from  analogy,  a  practice  against 
which,  when  applied  to  the  discussion  of  positive  insti 
tutes,  they  on  other  occasions  earnestly  protest^  the 
analogy  fails  in  the  most  essential  points.  Circumcision 
is  expressly  stated  as  a  necessary  condition  of  admission 
to  the  passover  :  a  similar  statement  respecting  baptism 
will  decide  the  controversy.  The  neglect  of  circumci 
sion,  which  could  proceed  from  nothing  but  presump 
tuous  impiety,  incurred  the  sentence  of  excision;  thaZ 
soul  shall  le  cut  off  from  the  people.  Whatever  may  be 
meant  beside  that  commination,  it  will  not  be  doubted 
that  it  included  the  entire  forfeiture  of  the  advantages  of 
that  peculiar  covenant,  which  God  was  pleased  to  estab 
lish  with  the  Israelitish  people  :  and  the  exclusion  from 
the  paschal  feast,  as  well  as  from  the  other  sacrifices,  was 
the  necessary  appendage  of  that  forfeiture. 

The  most  violent  baptist  will  not  presume  to  insinuate 
that  the  neglect  of  baptism,  from  a  misconception  of  its 
nature,  is  exposed  to  a  similar  penalty.  It  is  evident, 
from  the  history  of  the  Old  Testament,  that  an  Israelite 
became  disqualified  for  sharing  in  whatever  privileges 
distinguished  that  nation,  only  in  consequence  of  such  a 
species  of  criminality  as  cut  him  off  from  the  covenant. 
An  interest  in  that  covenant  (the  particular  nature  of 
which  it  is  not  necessary  to  insist  upon)  and  a  free  access 
to  all  the  privileges  and  institutions  of  the  Jewish  people, 
were  inseparable,  so  that  nothing  would  have  appeared  to 
an  ancient  Jew  more  absurd,  than  to  disunite  the  covenant 
itself  from  the  federal  rites  by  which  it  was  ratified  and 
confirmed.  The  invention  of  this  ingenious  paradox 
belongs  exclusively  to  the  abettors  of  strict  communion, 
who  in  the  same  breath  affirm  that  pasdobaptists  are  en 
titled  to  all  the  blessings  of  the  new  and  everlasting 
covenant,  and  forbidden  to  commemorate  it ;  and  scruple 
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not  to  assert,  that  though  interested  as  much  as  them 
selves  in  the  great  sacrifice,  it  would  be  presumption  in 
them  to  approach  the  sacred  symbols,  which  are  appointed 
for  no  other  purpose  but  to  hold  it  forth.  It  is  certainly 
with  a  very  ill  grace  that  the  champions  of  such  monstrous 
and  unparalleled  positions,  ridicule  their  opponents  for 
inventing  a  new  and  eccentric  theology.* 

Before  I  dismiss  this  head,  I  must  remark,  that  in  in 
sisting  upon  the  prior  claim  which  baptism  possesses  to 
the  attention  of  a  Christian  convert,  the  advocates  of 
strict  communion  triumph  without  an  opponent.  We 
know  of  none  who  contend  for  the  propriety  of  inverting 
the  natural  order  of  the  Christian  sacraments,  where  they 
can  both  be  attended  to,  that  is,  when  the  nature  of  each 
is  clearly  understood  and  confessed.  To  administer  them 
under  any  other  circumstance,  it  will  be  acknowledged, 
is  impracticable.  We  administer  baptism,  let  it  be 
remembered,  in  every  instance  in  which  our  opponents 
will  allow  it  ought  to  be  administered ;  and  the  only 
difference  is,  that  we  have  fellowship,  in  another  ordi 
nance,  with  those  members  of  the  body  of  Christ  whom 
they  reject.  Let  it  once  be  demonstrated  that  the  obligation 
of  commemorating  the  Saviour's  death,  is  not  sufficiently 
supported  by  his  express  injunction,  but  derives  its  force 
and  validity  from  its  inseparable  connexion  with  a  pre 
ceding  sacrament,  and  we  are  prepared  to  abandon  our 
practice,  as  a  presumptuous  innovation  on  the  laws  of 
Christ.  Till  then,  we  shall  not  be  much  moved  by  the 

"  The  last  century,"  says  Mr.  Booth,  page  36,  "  was  the  grand 
aera  of  improvement,  of  prodigious  improvement,  in  light  and  liberty. 
In  light,  as  well  divine  as  philosophical,  by  the  labours  of  a  Bacon,  a 
Boyle,  and  a  Newton.  In  pretended  theological  knowledge,  by  those 
of  a  Jesse  or  a  Bunyan.  Did  the  former,  by  deep  researches  into  the 
system  of  nature,  surprise  and  instruct  the  world,  by  discoveries  of 
which  mankind  had  never  before  conceived  1  The  latter,  penetrating 
into  the  gospel  system,  amused  mankind  by  casting  new  light  on  the 
positive  institutions  of  Jesus  Christ,  and  by  placing  baptism  among 
things  of  little  importance  in  the  Christian  religion,  of  which  no  ancient 
theologian  ever  dreamed— none  we  have  reason  to  think  that  ever  loved 
the  Lord  Redeemer."  A  little  after  he  adds,  "  The  practical  claim  of 
dispensing  power  by  Jesse  and  Bunyan,  made  way  for  the  inglorious 
liberty  of  treating  positive  institutions  in  the  house  of  God  just  as  pro 
fessors  please." 
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charge  of  claiming  a  dispensing  power,  with  which  we 
are  frequently  accused, — a  power  which  I  presume  na 
protestant  ever  dreamed  of  usurping,  and  the  assumption 
of  which  implies  such  impiety  as  ought  to  render  a 
Christian  reluctant  to  urge  such  a  charge. 

To  remind  us  of  "the  destruction  of  Nadab  and 
Abihu  by  fire  from  heaven,  the  breach  that  was  made 
upon  Uzzah,  the  stigma  fixed,  and  the  curses  denounced 
upon  Jerusalem,  together  with  the  fall  and  ruin  of  all 
mankind,  by  our  first  father's  disobedience  to  a  positive 
command,"  is  more  calculated  to  inflame  the  passions, 
than  to  elicit  truth,  or  conduct  the  controversy  to  a  satis 
factory  issue.  When  the  sole  inquiry  is,  what  is  the  law 
of  Christ,  and  we  are  fully  persuaded  that  our  interpre 
tation  of  it  is  more  natural  and  reasonable  than  that  of 
our  opponents,  it  is  not  a  little  absurd,  to  charge  us  with 
assuming  a  claim  of  dispensing  with  its  authority.  We 
know  that  he  commanded  his  followers  to  be  baptized  ; 
we  know  also  that  he  commanded  them  to  show  forth  his 
death  till  he  came :  but  where  shall  we  look  for  a  tittle  of 
his  law  which  forbids  such  as  sincerely,  though  erroneously, 
believe  themselves  to  have  complied  with  the  first,  to 
attend  to  the  last  of  these  injunctions  ?  Where  is  the 
scriptural  authority  for  resting  the  obligation  of  the  eucha- 
rist,  not  on  the  precept  that  enjoins  it,  but  on  the  previous 
reception  of  baptism  ?  As  the  scripture  is  totally  silent 
on  this  point,  we  are  not  disposed  to  accept  the  officious 
assistance  of  our  brethren  in  supplying  its  deficiency ; 
and  beg  permission  to  remind  them,  that  to  add  to  the 
word  of  God,  is  equally  criminal  with  taking  away 
from  it. 

Do  we  neglect  the  administration  of  that  rite  to  any 
class  of  persons,  whose  state  of  mind  is  such  as  would 
render  it  acceptable  to  God  ?  Do  we  neglect  to  illustrate 
and  enforce  it  in  our  public  ministrations?  Are  we 
accustomed  to  insinuate  that  serious  inquiry  into  the  mind 
of  Christ  on  this  subject,  is  of  little  or  no  importance  ? 
Are  we  found  to  decline  its  administration  in  any  case 
whatever,  in  which  our  accusers  would  not  equally  de 
cline  it  ?  Nothing  of  this  can  be  alleged.  Do  they  argue 
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from  the  language  of  the  original  institute,  from  the 
examples  of  scripture,  and  the  precedent  of  the  early 
ages,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  believers,  without  exception, 
to  be  immersed  in  the  name  of  Jesus  ?  So  do  we. 
Are  they  disposed  to  look  upon  such  as  have  neglected, 
whether  from  inattention  or  prejudice,  to  perform  this 
duty,  as  mistaken  Christians  ?  We  also  consider  them  in 
the  same  light.  In  what  respect  then  are  we  guilty  of 
dispensing  with  divine  laws  ?  Merely  because  we  are  in 
capable  of  perceiving  that  an  involuntary  mistake  on  this 
subject,  disqualifies  for  Christian  communion.  But  ho\v 
extremely  unjust  to  load  us,  on  that  account,  with  the 
charge  of  assuming  a  dispensing  power,  when  the  only 
ground  on  which  we  maintain  our  opinion,  whether  true 
or  false,  is  our  conviction  that  it  is  founded  on  a  legitimate 
interpretation  of  the  oracles  of  God.  The  dispute  is  not 
concerning  their  authority,  but  their  meaning ;  and  we 
dispense  with  baptism  in  no  other  sense,  than  that  of 
denying  it  to  be  in  all  cases  essential  to  communion ;  in 
which  whether  we  are  mistaken  or  not,  is  a  point  open 
to  controversy  ;  but  to  be  guilty  first  of  a  misnomer  in 
defining  our  sentiments,  and  afterwards  to  convert  an 
odious  and  erroneous  appellation  into  an  argument  is  the 
height  of  injustice. 

With  \vhr*t  propriety  our  practice  is  compared  to  that 
of  the  church  of  Rome,  in  confining  the  communion  to 
one  kind,  the  intelligent  reader  will  be  at  no  loss  to  per 
ceive.*  In  that,  as  in  various  other  instances,  that  church, 
in  order  to  raise  the  dignity  of  the  priesthood,  assumes 
a  power  of  mutilating  a  divine  ordinance.  We  are 

*  M  It  must,  I  think,  be  acknowledged,"  says  Mr.  Booth,  "  even  by 
our  brethren  themselves,  that  we  have  as  good  a  warrant  for  omitting 
an  essential  branch  of  an  ordinance,  or  to  reverse  the  order  in  which 
the  constituent  parts  of  an  ordinance  were  originally  administered,  as 
we  have  to  lay  aside  a  divine  institution,  or  to  change  the  order  in  which 
two  different  appointments  were  first  fixed.  And  if  so,  were  a  reformed 
and  converted  catholic,  still  retaining  the  popish  error  of  communion  in 
one  A'tnc/only,  desirous  of  having  fellowship  with  our  brethren  at  the 
Lord's  table,  they  must,  if  they  would  act  consistently,  on  their  present 
hypothesis,  admit  him  to  partake  of  the  bread,  though,  from  a  principle 
of  conscience,  he  absolutely  refused  the  wine  in  that  sacred  institu 
tion." — Booth's  Apology,  p.  51. 
VOL.  III.  E 
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chargeable  with  no  mutilation,  nor  presume  in  the  smallest 
particular  to  innovate  in  the  celebration  of  either  sacra 
ments  ;  we  merely  refuse  to  acknowledge  that  dependence, 
one  upon  the  other,  on  which  the  confidence  of  our  oppo 
nents  is  so  ill  sustained  by  the  silence  of  scripture. 

We  will  close  this  part  of  the  discussion  by  remarking, 
that  there  is  a  happy  equivocation  in  the  word  dispense, 
which  has  contributed  not  a  little  to  its  introduction  into 
the  present  controversy.  It  may  either  mean  that  we  do 
not  insist  upon  baptism  as  an  indispensable  condition  of 
communion,  in  which  sense  the  charge  is  true,  but  nothing 
to  the  purpose,  since  it  is  a  mere  statement,  in  other 
words,  of  our  actual  practice  :  or  it  may  intend  that  we 
knowingly  and  deliberately  deviate  from  the  injunctions 
of  scripture  ;  a  serious  accusation,  which  requires  not  to 
be  asserted,  but  proved. 


SECTION  IV. 

Our  supposed  Opposition  to  the  Universal  Suffrages  of 
the  Church,  considered. 

In  admitting  to  our  communion  those  whom  we  esteem 
unbaptized,  we  are  accused  of  a  presumptuous  departure 
from  the  sentiments  of  all  parties  and  denominations 
throughout  the  Christian  world,  who,  however  they  may 
have  differed  upon  other  subjects,  have  unanimously 
concurred  in  considering  baptism  as  a  necessary  prelim 
inary  to  communion.* 

*  This  charge  is  urged  with  much  declamatory  vehemence  by  Mr. 
Booth,  in  his  Apology  : — "  A  sentiment  so  peculiar,  and  a  conduct  so 
uncommon,"  he  says,  "  in  regard  to  this  institution,  ought  to  be  well 
supported  by  the  testimony  of  the  Holy  Ghost.  For  were  all  the 
Christian  churches  now  in  the  world  asked,  except  those  few  who  plead 
for  free  communion,  whether  they  thought  it  lawful  to  admit  unbaptized 
believers  to  fellowship  at  the  Lord's  table,  there  is  reason  to  believe 
they  would  readily  unite  in  the  declaration  of  Paul,  we  have  no  such 
custom,  neither  the  churches  of  God  that  were  before  us.  Yes,  con 
sidering  the  novelty  of  their  sentiments  and  conduct,  and  what  a  con 
tradiction  they  are  to  the  faith  and  order  of  the  whole  Christian  church ; 
considering  that  it  never  was  disputed,  as  far  as  I  can  learn,  prior  to 
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The  first  remark  which  occurs  on  this  mode  of  reason 
ing  is,  that  it  is  merely  an  argumentum  ad  verecundiam, 
an  attempt  to  overawe  by  the  weight  of  authority,  with 
out  pretending  to  enter  into  the  merits  of  the  controversy. 
It  assumes  for  its  basis  the  impossibility  of  the  universal 
prevalence  of  error,  which  if  it  be  once  admitted,  all 
hopes  of  extending  the  boundaries  of  knowledge  must 
be  relinquished.  My  next  observation  is,  that  it  comes 
with  peculiar  infelicity  from  the  members  of  a  sect,  who 
upon  a  subject  of  much  greater  moment  have  presumed 
to  relinquish  the  precedent,  arid  arraign  the  practice  of 
the  whole  Christian  world,  as  far  at  least  as  they  have 
been  exhibited  in  these  later  ages. 

"  Quis  tulerit  Gracchos  de  seditione  querentes  ?" 

After  setting  an  example  of  revolt,  it  is  too  late  for  them 
to  inculcate  the  duty  of  submission. 

The  question  of  the  necessary  dependence  of  commu 
nion  on  baptism,  being  of  no  practical  moment  whatever 
in  any  other  circumstances  than  our  own,  it  is  not  to  be 
wondered  at,  if  it  has  never  been  subjected  to  scrutiny  ; 
since  cases  of  conscience,  among  which  this  inquiry  may 
be  classed,  are  rarely  if  ever  investigated  until  circum 
stances  occur  which  render  their  discussion  necessary. 
But  as  infant  sprinkling  is  valid  in  the  esteem  of  all  but 
the  papists,  and  there  is  no  pretence  for  considering  the 
latter  as  unbaptized,  it  is  not  easy  to  conceive  what 
motive  could  exist  for  making  it  an  object  of  serious 
attention.  That  crude  and  erroneous  conceptions  should 
prevail  upon  questions,  the  decision  of  which  could  have 
no  influence  on  practice,  will  not  surprise  those  who  reflect, 
that  truth  has  been  usually  elicited  by  controversy,  and 
that  on  subjects  of  too  great  importance  to  be  entirely 

the  sixteenth  century,  by  orthodox  or  heterodox,  by  papist  or  protestant, 
whether  unbaptized  believers  should  be  admitted  to  the  Lord's  table, 
they  all  agreeing  in  the  contrary  practice,  however  much  they  differed  in 
matters  of  equal  importance  ;  it  may  be  reasonably  expected,  and  it  is 
by  us  justly  demanded,  that  the  truth  of  their  sentiment,  and  the  recti 
tude  of  (heir  conduct,  should  be  proved,  fully  proved,  from  the  records 
of  inspiration."— Booth's  Apology,  p.  43. 
E  2 
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overlooked,  opinions  have  prevailed  to  a  great  extent, 
which  are  now  universally  exploded.  Though  the  em 
ployment  of  coercion  in  the  affairs  of  conscience,  is 
equally  repugnant  to  the  dictates  of  reason  and  of  scrip 
ture,  it  was  for  ages  successively  resorted  to  by  every 
party  in  its  turn ;  nor  was  it  till  towards  the  close  of  the 
seventeenth  century  that  the  principle  of  toleration  was 
established  on  a  broad  and  scientific  basis,  by  the  immortal 
writings  of  Milton  and  Locke.  These  reflections  are 
obvious ;  but  there  are  others  which  tend  more  immedi 
ately  to  annihilate  the  objection  under  consideration.  It 
is  well  known  that  from  a  very  early  period  the  most 
extravagant  notions  prevailed  in  the  church  with  respect 
to  the  efficacy  of  baptism,  and  its  absolute  necessity  in 
order  to  attain  salvation.  The  descent  of  the  human 
mind  from  the  spirit  to  the  letter,  from  what  is  vital  and 
intellectual,  to  what  is  ritual  and  external  in  religion,  is 
the  true  source  of  idolatry  and  superstition  in  all  the 
multifarious  forms  they  have  assumed ;  and  as  it  began 
early  to  corrupt  the  religion  of  nature,  or  more  properly 
of  patriarchal  tradition,  so  it  soon  obscured  the  lustre, 
and  destroyed  the  simplicity  of  the  Christian  institute. 
In  proportion  as  genuine  devotion  declined,  the  love  of 
pomp  and  ceremony  increased ;  the  few  and  simple  rites 
of  Christianity  were  extolled  beyond  all  reasonable  bounds; 
new  ones  were  invented,  to  which  mysterious  meanings 
were  attached,  till  the  religion  of  the  New  Testament 
became,  in  process  of  time,  as  insupportable  a  yoke  as 
the  Mosaic  law.  The  first  effects  of  this  spirit  are  dis 
cernible  in  the  ideas  entertained  of  the  ordinance,  so 
closely  connected  with  the  subject  of  the  present  treatise. 
From  an  erroneous  interpretation  of  the  figurative  lan 
guage  of  a  few  passages  in  scripture,  in  which  the  sign  is 
identified  with  the  thing  signified,  very  similar  to  the 
mistake  which  afterwards  led  to  transubstantiation,  it 
was  universally  supposed  that  baptism  was  invariably 
accompanied  with  a  supernatural  effect,  which  totally 
changed  the  state  and  character  of  the  candidate,  and 
constituted  him  a  child  of  God,  and  an  heir  of  the  king 
dom  of  heaven.  Hence  it  was  almost  constantly  denoted 
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by  the  terras  illumination,  regeneration,  and  others,  ex 
pressive  of  the  highest  operations  of  the  Spirit ;  and  as 
it  was  believed  to  obtain  the  plenary  remission  of  all  past 
sins,  it  \vas  often,  in  order  to  insure  that  benefit,  purposely 
deferred  to  the  latest  period  of  life.  Thus  Eusebius 
informs  us  that  the  Emperor  Constantine,  "  finding  his 
end  fast  approaching,  judged  it  a  fit  season  for  purifying 
himself  from  his  offences,  and  cleansing  his  soul  from 
that  guilt  which,  in  common  with  other  mortals,  he  had 
contracted,  which  he  believed  was  to  be  effected  by  the 
power  of  mysterious  words,  and  the  saving  laver."  "  This," 
said  he,  addressing  the  surrounding  bishops,  "  is  the  period 
I  have  so  long  hoped  and  prayed  for,  the  period  of 
obtaining  the  salvation  of  God."  Passing  with  the  utmost 
rapidity  through  the  preparatory  stage,  that  of  a  catechu 
men,  he  hastened  to  what  he  regarded  as  his  consumma 
tion  ;  and  no  sooner  was  the  ceremony  completed,  than 
he  arrayed  himself  in  white  garments,  and  laid  aside  the 
imperial  purple,  in  token  of  his  bidding  adieu  to  all 
secular  concerns.*  We  have  here  a  fair  specimen  of  the 
sentiments  which  were  universally  adopted  upon  this 
subject  in  ancient  times.  Even  Justin  Martyr,  who 
flourished  about  the  middle  of  the  second  century,  con 
founds  baptism  with  regeneration.  "  Whoever,"  says  he, 
"  believe  the  things  which  are  affirmed  by  us  to  be  true, 
and  promise  to  live  accordingly,  are  afterwards  conducted 
to  a  place  where  there  is  water,  and  are  regenerated  by 
the  same  method  of  regeneration  which  we  have  experi 
enced.*  t  Theophilus,  a  contemporary  writer,  arid  the 
sixth  bishop  of  Antioch,  holds  the  same  language.  Ter- 
tullian,  the  earliest  and  most  learned  of  the  Latin  fathers, 
exclaims  with  rapture,  "  O  happy  sacrament,  by  which, 
being  washed  from  the  former  sins  of  our  blindness,  we 
are  delivered  unto  eternal  life."  J  And  agreeable  to  the 
fantastic  style  of  imagery  which  characterizes  his  writings, 
he  appears  to  be  particularly  delighted  with  denominating 
Christians,  little  fishes,  who  are  born  in  water,  and  are 

*  Eusebius  in  Vita  Constantini,  lib.  iv.  c.  61,  62. 

•f  Apol.  p.  159,  Ed.  1651. 

%  De  Baptismo,  Ed.  1676,  p.  224. 
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safe  only  in  that  element.  "Were  we  to  attempt  accurately 
to  trace  the  progress  of  these  opinions,  in  the  first  ages, 
and  adequately  to  represent  the  extent  of  their  prevalence, 
we  should  be  under  the  necessity,  by  numberless  quotations 
from  the  fathers,  of  extending  this  inquiry  to  a  most 
unreasonable  length. 

Suffice  it  to  remark,  that  there  is  scarcely  a  writer  in 
the  three  first  centuries,  to  descend  no  lower,  who  has 
not  spoken  upon  this  subject  in  a  manner,  which  the 
advocates  for  strict  communion,  at  least,  would  deem 
unscriptural  and  improper  :  scarcely  one,  from  whom  we 
should  not  be  taught  to  infer  that  baptism  was  absolutely 
necessary  to  salvation.  That  this  is  the  doctrine  which 
pervades  the  formularies  of  the  church  of  England,  is  too 
evident  to  require  to  be  insisted  on;  nor  is  it  less  so, 
that  similar  sentiments  on  this  head,  are  exhibited,  to  a 
greater  or  less  extent,  in  the  creeds  of  most,  if  not  all 
established  churches.  Is  it  surprising  then,  that  those 
who  contend  for  baptism  as  essential  to  salvation,  should 
consider  it  as  an  essential  prerequisite  to  communion  ? 
Or  is  it  not  a  much  juster  occasion  for  surprise,  that  our 
opponents  should  urge  us  with  an  inference  which  it  is 
acknowledged  was  deduced  from  erroneous  premises,  as 
though  we  were  under  the  necessity  of  admitting  a  con 
clusion,  while  the  only  argument  by  which  it  is  supported 
is  given  up  ?  * 

For  our  parts,  we  must  be  permitted  to  look  with  sus 
picion  on  the  genuine  product  of  error  ;  no  more  expect 
ing  to  derive  truth  from  erroneous  premises,  than  grapes 
from  thorns,  or  figs  from  thistles.  In  the  present  instance, 
there  is  no  doubt  that  the  opinion  of  the  absolute  neces 
sity  of  baptism,  previous  to  communion,  sprang  from 
those  lofty  and  superstitious  ideas  repecting  its  efficacy, 

*  Considering  the  firm  hold  which  these  unscriptural  ideas  respecting 
baptism  had  taken  of  the  minds  of  men,  throughout  all  parts  of  the 
Christian  world,  at  an  early  period,  and  recollecting  the  confidence  with 
which  ancient  writers  assert  the  impossibility  even  of  infants  being 
saved  without  baptism,  the  practice  of  infant  sprinkling  seems  an  almost 
necessary  result.  Who,  with  such  a  conviction,  possessed  of  the  com 
mon  feelings  of  a  parent,  could  fail  to  secure  to  his  offspring  such  infi 
nite  benefits? 
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which  our  opponents  would  he  the  first  to  disclaim.  Ask 
a  Roman  Catholic,  a  Lutheran,  or  a  member  of  the 
church  of  England,  on  what  ground  he  rests  the  absolute 
necessity  of  the  baptismal  rite,  as  a  qualification  for  the 
eucharist ;  and  each  of  them  will  concur  in  reminding 
you,  that  it  is  by  that  ordinance  we  become  the  children 
of  God,  and  heirs  of  his  kingdom.  The  Augsburg  Con 
fession,  to  which  all  the  Lutheran  churches  are  supposed 
to  assent,  and  which  was  solemnly  presented  to  Charles 
the  Fifth  at  the  imperial  diet,  as  the  authentic  exhibition 
of  their  sentiments,  expresses  itself  in  the  following 
terms  : — "  Concerning  baptism,  they  (the  followers  of 
Luther),  teach  that  it  is  necessary  to  salvation  ;  that  by 
baptism  is  offered  the  grace  of  God  ;  and  that  children 
are  to  be  baptized,  who,  being  presented  to  God  by 
baptism,  are  received  into  the  grace  of  God.  They 
condemn  the  anabaptists,  who  disapprove  of  the  baptism 
of  children  and  affirm  that  children  are  saved  without 
baptism."  *  Some  of  the  most  learned  divines  of  the 
church  of  England  have  contended  that  baptism  is  not 
only  regeneration,  but  justification  ;  and  have  made  ela 
borate  attempts  to  explode  every  other  notion  of  that 
blessing,  t 

Such  are  the  principles  whence  this  vaunted  unanimity 
is  derived ;  principles  which  our  brethren  reprobate  on 
all  occasions,  while  with  a  strange  inconsistency,  they 
accuse  us  of  presumption  in  refusing  our  assent  to  their 
legitimate  consequences.  Let  it  be  recollected  also,  that 
the  points  in  which  they,  in  common  with  ourselves,  dis 
sent  from  a  vast  majority  of  the  professors  of  Christianity, 
are  of  incomparably  more  importance  than  the  particulars 
in  which  they  agree;  for  whether  baptism  be,  on  all 
occasions,  a  necessary  preliminary  to  communion,  is  a 
trivial  question,  compared  to  that  which  respects  the 
identity  of  baptism  with  regeneration. 

The  argument  from  authority,  however,  when  fairly 
stated,  is  entirely  in  our  favour  ;  nor  would  it  be  easy  to 
assign  an  example  of  bolder  deviation  from  the  universal 

*  Augsburg  Confession,  Article  IX. 
f  See  Waterland's  Sermon  on  that  subject. 
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practice  of  the  Christian  church,  than  the  conduct  of  our 
opponents  supplies.  They  are  the  only  persons  in  the 
world  of  whom  we  have  either  heard  or  read,  who  con 
tend  for  the  exclusion  of  genuine  Christians  from  the 
Lord's  table ;  who  ever  attempted  to  distinguish  them 
into  classes,  such  as  are  entitled  to  commemorate  their 
Saviour's  death,  and  such  as  are  excluded  from  that  pri 
vilege.  In  what  page  of  the  voluminous  records  of  the 
church  is  such  a  distinction  to  be  traced  ?  Or  what  inti 
mation  shall  we  find  in  scripture  of  an  intention  to  create 
such  an  invidious  disparity  among  the  members  of  the 
same  body  ?  Did  it  ever  enter  the  conception  of  any  but 
baptists,  that  a  right  to  the  sign  could  be  separated  from 
the  thing  signified ;  or  that  there  could  be  a  description 
of  persons  interested  in  all  the  blessings  of  the  Christian 
covenant,  yet  not  entitled  to  partake  of  its  sacraments 
and  seals  ? 

In  the  judgement  of  all  religious  communities  besides, 
and  in  every  period  of  the  church,  excommunication  or 
exclusion  has  been  considered  as  a  stigma,  never  to  be 
inflicted  but  on  men  of  ill  lives,  or  on  the  abettors  of 
heresy  and  schism;  and  though  innumerable  instances 
have  occurred,  in  which  the  best  of  men  have,  in  fact, 
been  excluded,  they  were  either  accused  of  fundamental 
error,  or  adjudged,  on  account  of  their  obstinate  resist 
ance  to  the  authority  of  the  church,  to  have  forfeited 
the  privileges  of  Christians.  They  were  not  excom 
municated  under  the  character  of  mistaken  brethren, 
which  is  the  light  in  which  we  profess  to  consider 
paedobaptists,  but  as  incurable  heretics  and  schismatics. 
The  puritans  were  expelled  the  church  of  England 
on  the  same  principle ;  and  although  at  the  restora 
tion,  a  vindictive  spirit  was  unquestionably  the  chief 
motiAre  to  those  disgraceful  proceedings,  yet  the  preten 
sions  of  ecclesiastical  authority  were  carried  so  high 
in  those  unhappy  times,  as  to  furnish  the  pretext  for 
considering  them  as  contumacious  contemners  of  the 
power,  and  disturbers  of  the  peace  of  the  church.  In 
the  whole  course  of  ecclesiastical  proceedings,  no  maxim 
was  more  fully  recognised,  than  that  the  sword  of  ex- 
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communication  cut  asunder  the  ties  of  fraternity,  and 
consigned  the  offender,  unless  he  repented,  to  hopeless 
perdition. 

In  some  dissenting  societies  also,  it  is  true,  creeds  are 
established  which  every  candidate  for  admission  is  ex 
pected  to  subscribe  ;  and  though  these  summaries  of 
Christian  doctrine  frequently  contain  articles,  which, 
admitting  them  to  be  true,  are  not  fundamental,  they 
were  originally  deemed  such  by  their  fabricators,  or  sup 
posed,  at  least,  to  be  accompanied  with  such  a  plenitude 
of  evidence  as  no  sincere  inquirer  could  resist  /  ind  they 
are  continued  under  the  same  persuasion. 

The  right  of  rejecting  those  whom  Christ  ^as  received  ; 
of  refusing  the  communion  of  eminently  holy  men,  on 
account  of  unessential  differences  of  opinion,  is  not  the 
avowed  tenet  of  any  sect  or  community  in  Christendom, 
with  the  exception  of  the  majority  of  the  baptists,  who, 
while  they  are  at  variance  with  the  whole  world  on  a 
point  of  such  magnitude,  are  loud  in  accusing  their 
brethren  of  singularity.  If  we  have  presumed  to  resist 
the  current  of  opinion,  it  is  on  a  subject  of  no  practical 
moment ;  it  respects  an  obscure  and  neglected  corner  of 
theology ;  while  their  singularity  is  replete  with  most 
alarming  consequences,  destroys  at  once  the  unity  of  the 
church,  and  pronounces  a  sentence  of  excommunication 
on  the  whole  Christian  world. 

Having,  without  disguise,  exhibited,  in  their  full  force, 
the  reasoning  of  the  advocates  of  strict  communion,  and 
replied  to  it  in  the  best  manner  we  are  able,  it  must  be 
left  to  the  impartial  reader  to  determine  on  which  side 
the  evidence  preponderates ;  of  which  he  will  be  able  to 
judge  more  completely,  when  we  have  stated  at  large  the 
grounds  of  the  opposite  practice,  which  we  have  reserved 
for  the  Second  Part  of  this  treatise ;  where  we  shall  have 
an  opportunity  of  noticing  some  minor  objections,  which 
could  not  be  so  conveniently  adverted  to  in  the  former. 


PART  II. 

THE   POSITIVE  GROUNDS  ON  WHICH   WE  JUSTIFY  THE  PRAC 
TICE   OF    MIXED   COMMUNION. 


SECTION  I. 

Free  Communion  urged,  from  the  Obligation  of  Brotherly 

Lore. 

THAT  we  are  commanded,  in  terms  the  most  absolute, 
to  cultivate  a  sincere  and  warm  attachment  to  the  mem 
bers  of  Christ's  body,  and  that  no  branch  of  Christian 
duty  is  inculcated  more  frequently,  or  with  more  force, 
will  be  admitted  without  controversy.  Our  Lord  in 
structs  us  to  consider  it  as  the  principal  mark  or  feature 
by  which  his  followers  are  to  be  distinguished  in  every 
age.  "  By  this  shall  all  men  know  that  ye  are  my  dis 
ciples,  if  ye  love  one  another.  As  I  have  loved  you,  ye 
ought  also  to  love  one  another;"  whence  it  is  evident 
that  the  pattern  we  are  to  follow  is  the  love  which  Christ 
bore  to  his  church,  which  is  undoubtedly  extended  indis 
criminately  to  every  member.  The  cultivation  of  this 
disposition  is  affirmed  to  be  one  of  the  most  essential 
objects  of  the  Christian  revelation,  as  well  as  the  most 
precious  fruit  of  that  faith  by  which  it  is  embraced. 
"  Seeing,"  says  St.  Peter,  "  ye  have  purified  your  hearts 
by  obeying  the  truth,  unto  an  unfeigned  love  of  the 
brethren,  see  that  ye  love  one  another  with  a  pure  heart 
fervently."  Agreeably  to  which,  the  beloved  disciple 
affirms  it  to  be  the  chief  evidence  of  our  being  in  a  state 
of  grace  and  salvation.  "  By  this  we  know  that  we  are 
passed  from  death  unto  life,  because  we  love  the  brethren." 
Let  it  also  be  remembered,  that  the  mode  in  which  we 
are  commanded  to  exhibit  and  express  this  most  eminent 
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grace  of  the  Spirit,  is  the  preservation  of  union,  a  careful 
avoidance  of  every  temper  and  practice  which  might  pro 
duce  alienation  and  division.  To  this  purpose,  St.  Paul 
reminds  us  of  that  union  which  subsists  betwixt  the 
several  parts  of  the  body,  the  harmony  with  which  its 
respective  functions  are  carried  on,  where  the  noblest 
organ  is  incapable  of  dispensing  with  the  action  of  the 
meanest,  together  with  that  quick  feeling  of  sympathy 
which  pervades  the  whole ;  all  which,  he  tells  us,  is  con 
trived  and  adjusted  to  prevent  a  schism  in  the  body.  In 
applying  this  illustration  to  the  subject  before  us,  it  is 
impossible  not  to  perceive  that  when  one  part  of  Christ's 
mystical  body  refuses  to  co-operate  with  another  in  a 
principal  spiritual  function,  such  as  communing  at  the 
Lord's  table,  that  very  evil  subsists  against  which  we  are 
so  anxiously  guarded ;  and,  what  is  more  extraordinary, 
subsists  upon  the  principle  we  are  opposing,  by  divine 
appointment.  In  the  last  prayer  our  Saviour  uttered,  in 
which  he  expressly  includes  all  who  should  hereafter  be 
lieve,  he  earnestly  intreats  that  they  may  be  all  one,  even 
as  he  and  his  Father  were  one,  that  the  world  might  be 
furnished  with  a  convincing  evidence  of  his  mission.  For 
some  ages  the  object  of  that  prayer  was  realized,  in  the 
harmony  which  prevailed  amongst  Christians,  whose  reli 
gion  was  a  bond  of  union  more  strict  and  tender  than 
the  ties  of  consanguinity ;  and  with  the  appellation  of 
brethren,  they  associated  all  the  sentiments  of  endear 
ment  that  relation  implied.  To  see  men  of  the  most 
contrary  character  and  habits,  the  learned  and  the  rude, 
the  most  polished  and  the  most  uncultivated,  the  inha 
bitants  of  countries  alienated  from  each  other  by  institu 
tions  the  most  repugnant,  and  by  contests  the  most  vio 
lent,  forgetting  their  ancient  animosity,  and  blending 
into  one  mas*,  at  the  command  of  a  person  whom  they 
had  never  seen,  and  who  had  ceased  to  be  an  inhabitant 
of  this  world,  was  an  astonishing  spectacle.  Such  a  sud 
den  assimilation  of  the  most  discordant  materials,  such 
love  issuing  from  hearts  naturally  selfish,  and  giving  birth 
to  a  new  race  and  progeny,  could  be  ascribed  to  nothing 
but  a  divine  interposition :  it  was  an  experimental  proof 
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of  the  commencement  of  that  kingdom  of  God,  that  celes 
tial  economy,  by  which  the  powers  of  the  future  world 
are  imparted  to  the  present.  When  we  turn  from  con 
templating  this,  to  the  practice  under  consideration,  we 
see  an  opposite  phenomenon ;  a  sect  of  Christians  coming 
to  an  open  rupture  and  separation  in  point  of  communion 
with  the  whole  Christian  world ;  and  we  ask  whether  it 
be  possible  to  reconcile  such  a  conduct  with  the  import 
of  our  Saviour's  prayer.  If  it  is  not,  it  must  be  con 
demned  as  anti-christian,  unless  we  hesitate  to  affirm, 
that  whatever  is  repugnant  to  the  mind  of  Christ  merits 
that  appellation.  Let  it  be  remembered,  too,  that  though 
the  prayer  we  have  adduced  was  uttered  by  Him  who 
possessed  a  perfect  knowledge  of  futurity,  and  was 
thoroughly  apprised  of  the  diversities  of  sentiment  which 
would  arise  among  his  followers,  he  was  not  deterred  by 
that  consideration  from  comprehending  in  this  his  desire 
of  union,  all  who  should  hereafter  believe  on  his  name. 

Whatever  attachment  our  opponents  may  profess  to 
those  whom  they  exclude,  their  behaviour,  it  must  be 
acknowledged,  is  so  ill  adapted  to  accredit  their  profes 
sions,  that,  in  the  eyes  of  the  world,  who  judge  by  sen 
sible  appearances,  and  are  strangers  to  subtle  distinctions, 
such  a  proceeding  will  inevitably  be  considered  as  a  prac 
tical  declaration  that  the  persons  from  whom  they  sepa 
rate,  are  not  Christians.  There  is  no  reason  to  doubt  that 
the  precepts  of  the  gospel  on  this,  as  well  as  every  other 
branch  of  morals,  are  to  be  interpreted  on  a  liberal  scale  ; 
and  that  when  they  enjoin  any  particular  disposition  in 
general  terms,  we  must  consider  the  injunction  as  com 
prehending  all  its  natural  demonstrations,  all  its  genuine 
expressions.  But  to  refuse  the  communion  of  sincere 
Christians,  is  not  a  natural  expression  of  Christian  love, 
but  so  diametrically  opposite,  that  we  may  fairly  put  it 
to  the  conscience  of  those  who  contend  for  such  a  mea 
sure,  whether  they  find  it  possible  to  carry  it  into  execu 
tion,  without  an  inward  struggle,  without  feeling  emo 
tions  of  sorrow  and  concern.  It  is  to  inflict  a  wound  on 
the  very  heart  of  charity,  for  no  fault,  for  none  at  least 
of  which  the  offender  is  conscious,  for  none  which  such 
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treatment  has  the  remotest  tendency  to  correct ;  and  if 
this  is  not  being  guilty  of  "  beating  our  fellow-servant." 
we  must  despair  of  ascertaining  the  meaning  of  terms. 

Were  the  children  of  the  same  parent,  in  consequence 
of  the  different  construction  they  put  on  a  disputed  clause 
in  their  father's  will,  to  refuse  to  eat  at  the  same  table, 
or  to  drink  out  of  the  same  cup,  it  would  be  ridiculous 
for  them  to  pretend  that  their  attachment  to  each  other 
remained  undiminished ;  nor  is  it  less  so  for  Christians  to 
assert  that  their  withdrawing  from  communion  with  their 
brethren,  is  no  interruption  to  their  mutual  harmony  and 
affection.  It  is  a  serious  and  awful  interruption,  and 
will  ever  be  considered  in  that  light  as  long  as  the  interior 
sentiments  of  the  mind  continue  to  be  interpreted  by 
their  natural  signs.  I  have  known  more  instances  than 
one  of  good  men  complaining  of  the  uneasiness,  I  might 
say  the  anguish,  they  felt  on  those  occasions,  when  they 
witnessed  some  of  their  most  intimate  friends,  persons  of 
exalted  piety,  compelled,  after  joining  in  theother  branches 
of  worship,  to  withdraw  from  the  Lord's  table,  as  though 
"  they  had  no  part  or  lot  in  the  matter."  We  have  been 
accustomed  to  conceive  that  the  dictates  of  the  Holy 
Ghost  were  always  in  harmony  with  his  operations,  the 
precepts  of  the  gospel  with  its  spirit ;  and  that  nothing 
was  enjoined  as  matter  of  duty  on  christians,  which  offer 
ed  violence  to  the  best  feelings  of  the  renewed  heart. 
We  have  always  supposed  that,  by  the  law  of  Christ,  we 
were  called  to  mortify  the  old  man  only  with  his  affec 
tions  and  lusts ;  but  if  the  doctrine  of  our  opponents  be 
true,  we  shall  be  frequently  summoned  to  the  strange 
discipline  of  repressing  the  movements  of  Christian 
charity ;  and  the  practice  of  quenching  the  Spirit,  in 
stead  of  being  regarded  with  horror,  will  become  on 
many  occasions  an  indispensable  duty.  For  this  new 
and  unheard-of  conflict,  in  which  the  injunctions  of 
Christ,  and  the  dictates  of  his  Spirit,  propel  us  in  oppo 
site  directions,  we  acknowledge  ourselves  unprepared. 

In  order  to  place  this  part  of  our  subject  in  its  strong 
est  lijrht,  it  is  necessary  to  recur  to  what  we  have  sug 
gested  before,  respecting  the  two-fold  import  of  the  eucha- 
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rist,  that  it  is  first  a  feast  upon  a  sacrifice,  in  which  we 
are  actual  partakers  by  faith  of  the  body  and  blood  of 
the  Redeemer  offered  upon  the  cross.  Considered  in 
this  view,  it  is  a  federal  rite,  in  which  we  receive  the 
pledge  of  reconciliation,  while  we  avouch  the  Lord  to  be 
our  God,  and  surround  his  table  as  a  part  of  his  family. 
In  its  secondary  import,  it  is  intended  as  a  solemn  re 
cognition  of  each  other  as  members  of  Christ,  and  conse 
quently,  in  the  language  of  St.  Paul,  "  as  one  body,  and 
one  bread."  Now  we  either  acknowledge  paedobaptists 
to  be  Christians,  or  we  do  not.  If  not,  let  us  speak  out 
without  reserve,  and  justify  their  exclusion  at  once,  upon 
a  broad  and  consistent  basis.  But  if  we  reject  a  senti 
ment  so  illiberal,  why  refuse  to  unite  with  them  in  an 
appointment,  which,  as  far  as  its  social  import  is  con 
cerned,  has  no  other  object  than  to  express  that  fraternal 
attachment  which  we  actually  feel  ?  Why  select  as  the 
line  of  demarcation,  the  signal  of  disunion,  that  particular 
branch  of  worship,  which,  if  we  credit  the  inspired 
writers,  was  ordained,  in  preference  to  every  other,  to  be 
the  symbol  of  Christian  unity  ?  That  they  are  equally 
capable  with  ourselves  of  deriving  the  spiritual  edifica 
tion  and  improvement  attached  to  this  ordinance,  is  im 
plied  in  the  acknowledgement  of  their  being  Christians  ; 
while  with  respect  to  its  import  as  a  social  act,  or  an  act 
of  communion,  it  implies  neither  more  nor  less  than  a 
recognition  of  their  claim  to  that  title.  It  neither  im 
plies  that  they  are  baptized,  nor  the  contrary  ;  it  has  no 
retrospective  view  to  that  ordinance  whatever  ;  it  implies 
neither  more  nor  less  than  that  they  are  members  of 
Christ,  and  the  objects  consequently  of  that  fraternal 
attachment,  which  our  opponents  themselves  profess  to 
feel. 
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SECTION  II. 

The  Practice  of  Open  Communion  argued,  from  the  ex 
press  Injunction  of  Scripture  respecting  the  Conduct  to 
be  maintained  by  sincere  Christians  who  differ  in  their 
Religious  Sentiments. 

We  are  expressly  commanded  in  the  Scriptures  to 
tolerate  in  the  church  those  diversities  of  opinion  which 
are  not  inconsistent  with  salvation.  We  learn  from  the 
New  Testament  that  a  diversity  of  views  subsisted  in  the 
times  of  the  apostles,  betwixt  the  Jewish  and  Gentile 
converts  especiallv,  the  former  retaining  an  attachment 
to  the  ancient  law,  and  conceiving  the  most  essential 
parts  of  it  to  be  still  in  force  ;  the  latter,  from  correcter 
views,  rejecting  it  altogether.  Some  declined  the  use  of 
certain  kinds  of  meat  forbidden  by  Moses,  which  others 
partook  of  without  scruple  :  "  one  man  esteemed  one  day 
above  another,"  conscientiously  observing  the  principal 
Jewish  solemnities  ;  "  another  esteemed  every  day  alike." 
Among  the  Jewish  converts,  very  different  sentiments 
were  entertained  on  the  subject  of  circumcision,  which 
all  appear  to  have  observed,  though  upon  different  prin 
ciples  ;  the  more  enlightened,  like  St.  Paul,  from  a  soli 
citude  to  avoid  unnecessary  offence  ;  the  more  supersti 
tious,  from  persuasion  of  its  intrinsic  obligation ;  and 
some  because  they  believed  it  impossible  to  be  saved 
without  it ;  by  which  they  endangered,  to  say  the  least, 
the  fundamental  doctrine  of  justification  by  faith.  Against 
the  sentiment  last  mentioned,  we  find  St.  Paul  protest 
ing  with  vehemence,  and  affirming,  with  all  the  authority 
of  his  office,  that  "  if  any  man  was  circumcised"  with 
such  views,  Christ  "  profited  him  nothing ;"  but  on  no 
occasion  proceeding  to  excommunication.  The  conten 
tion  arising  from  the  discussion  of  these  points  became 
so  violent,  that  there  appeared  no  method  of  terminating 
it,  but  to  depute  Paul  and  Barnabas  to  go  up  to  Jeru 
salem,  to  consult  the  apostles,  who,  being  solemnly  con 
vened  on  the  occasion,  issued  the  famous  decree  contain 
ed  in  the  fifteenth  chapter  of  the  Acts,  by  which  the 
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liberty  of  the  gospel  was  confirmed,  and  the  domineering 
spirit  of  Jewish  zealots  repressed.  Though  the  success 
of  this  measure  was  great,  it  was  not  complete ;  a  con 
trariety  of  opinion  and  of  practice  prevailed  in  the  church 
respecting  Jewish  ceremonies  and  observances,  which 
considerably  impaired  its  harmony.  But  instead  of  at 
tempting  to  silence  the  remaining  differences,  by  inter 
posing  his  authority,  St.  Paul  enjoins  mutual  toleration. 
"  Him  that  is  weak  in  faith  receive  ye,  not  to  doubtful 
disputations.  For  one  believeth  that  he  may  eat  all 
things ;  another  who  is  weak  eateth  herbs.  Let  not  him 
that  eateth  despise  him  that  eateth  not ;  and  let  not  him 
that  eateth  not,  judge  him  that  eateth  :  for  God  hath  re 
ceived  him.  Who  art  thou  that  judgest  another  man's 
servant?  unto  his  own  master  he  standeth  or  falleth. 
Yea,  he  shall  be  holden  up  ;  for  God  is  able  to  make 
him  stand.  One  man  esteemeth  every  day  alike,  Let 
every  man  be  fully  persuaded  in  his  own  mind."  * 

To  the  same  purpose  are  the  following  injunctions  in 
the  next  chapter  : — "  We  then  that  are  strong,  ought  to 
bear  the  infirmities  of  the  weak,  and  not  to  please  our 
selves.  Now  the  God  of  peace  and  consolation  grant 
you  to  be  like-minded  one  towards  another,  according  to 
Jesus  Christ,  that  ye  may  with  one  mind,  and  with  one 
mouth,  glorify  God,  even  the  Father  of  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ.  Wherefore  receive  ye  one  another,  as  Christ  also 
received  us  to  the  glory  of  God/'t  It  cannot  be  denied 
that  the  passages  we  have  adduced  contain  an  apostolic 
canon  for  the  regulation  of  the  conduct  of  such  Christians 
as  agree  in  fundamentals,  while  they  differ  on  points  of 
subordinate  importance  :  by  this  canon  they  are  com 
manded  to  exercise  a  reciprocal  toleration  and  indulgence, 
and  on  no  account  to  proceed  to  an  open  rupture.  In 
order  to  apply  it  to  the  question  under  consideration,  it 
is  only  necessary  to  consider  to  what  description  of  per 
sons  the  rule  extends.  The  persons  we  are  commanded 
to  receive  are  the  weak  in  faith.  From  the  context,  as 
well  as  from  other  parts  of  his  epistles,  it  is  certain  that 
St.  Paul  means  to  designate  by  that  appellation,  sincere 
*  Rom.  xiv.  1—5.  f  Rom.  xv.  1,  6, 7. 
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though  erring  christians  ;  and  in  the  instance  then  under 
contemplation,  persons  whose  organs  were  not  yet  at 
tempered  to  the  blaze  of  gospel  light  and  liberty,  but 
who  still  clung  to  certain  legal  usages  and  distinctions, 
which  more  comprehensive  views  of  revelation  would 
have  taught  them  to  discard.  The  term  weak  is  em 
ployed  by  the  same  writer  in  his  epistle  to  the  Corin 
thians,  to  denote  an  erroneous  conscience,  founded  on  a 
false  persuasion  of  a  certain  power  and  efficacy  attached 
to  idols,  of  which  they  are  really  destitute.  "  For  him 
self,"  he  tells  us,  "  he  knew  that  an  idol  was  nothing, 
but  every  one  was  not  possessed  of  that  knowledge ;  for 
some  with  conscience  of  the  idol,  with  an  interior  con 
viction  of  its  power,  eat  of  the  sacrifice,  as  a  thing  offered 
to  an  idol,  and  their  conscience  being  weak,  is  defiled." 
In  the  chapter  whence  these  words  are  quoted,  the  term 
weak  occurs  not  less  than  five  times,  and  in  each  instance 
is  used  as  synonymous  with  erroneous.  I  have  insisted 
the  more  on  this  particular,  in  order  to  obviate  a  miscon 
ception  which  may  arise  from  the  acknowledged  ambi 
guity  of  the  word  weak,  which  might  be  supposed  to  in 
tend  not  a  mistaken  or  erring  mind,  but  a  mind  not  suf 
ficiently  confirmed  in  the  truth  to  which  it  assents.  The 
certainty  of  its  comprehending  the  case  of  error  being 
once  admitted,  it  is  not  necessary  to  multiply  words  to 
evince  its  bearing  on  the  present  controversy ;  all  that 
remains  to  be  considered  is  the  principle  on  which  tolera 
tion  is  enforced,  which  every  impartial  reader  must  per 
ceive,  is  the  assumption  that  the  errors  and  mistakes  to 
be  tolerated  are  not  fundamental,  not  of  such  a  nature, 
in  other  words,  as  to  prevent  those  who  maintain  them 
from  being  accepted  with  God.  "  Let  not  him  that 
eateth,  despise  him  that  eateth  not ;  and  let  not  him 
which  eateth  not,  judge  him  that  eateth ;  for  God  hath 
received  him."  What  can  this  mean  but  that  the  error 
in  question,  to  whichsoever  side  it  be  imputed,  was  of  a 
description  not  to  exclude  its  abettor  from  being  an  ac 
cepted  servant  of  God,  who,  as  he  at  present  bears  with 
his  infirmity,  is  well  able,  whenever  he  pleases,  to  cor 
rect  and  remove  it?  He  further  proceeds  to  urge  a 
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spirit  of  forbearance  from  a  consideration  of  the  perfect 
integrity  with  which  both  parties  maintained  their  re 
spective  opinions*  Both  were  equally  conscientious,  and 
therefore  neither  deserved  to  be  treated  with  severity* 
"  Wherefore  receive  ye  one  another,"  he  adds,  "  even  as 
Christ  has  received  you  to  the  glory  of  the  Father." 
"When  he  thus  commands  Christians  to  receive  each 
other,  and  enforces  that  duty  by  the  example  of  Christ^ 
it  surely  requires  little  penetration  to  perceive  that  the 
practice  enjoined  ought  to  be  commensurate  to  that  ex 
ample,  and  that  this  precept  obliges  us  to  receive  all 
whom  Christ  has  received.  To  interpret  it  otherwise,  is 
to  suppose  the  example  irrelevant*,  and  at  once  to  anni 
hilate  the  principle  on  which  the  injunction  is  founded. 

Having  paved  the  way  to  the  conclusion  to  which  we 
would  conduct  the  reader^  we  have  only  to  remark,  that 
in  order  to  determine  how  far  these  apostolic  injunctions 
oblige  us  to  tolerate  the  supposed  error  of  our  paedobap- 
tist  brethren,  we  have  merely  to  consider  whether  it 
necessarily  excludes  them  from  being  of  the  number  of 
those  whom  Christ  has  received,  to  the  glory  of  the 
Father,  whether  it  be  possible  to  hold  it  with  Christian 
sincerity,  and  finally,  whether  its  abettors  will  stand  of 
fall  in  the  eternal  judgement. 

If  these  questions  are  answered  in  the  way  which 
Christian  candour  irresistibly  suggests,  and  which  the 
judgement  of  our  opponents  approves,  they  conclude  in 
favour  of  the  admission  of  psedobaptists  to  communion, 
not  less  forcibly  than  if  they  had  been  mentioned  by 
name  ;  and  all  attempts  to  evade  them  must  prove  futile 
and  abortive.  If  it  be  asserted,  on  the  contrary,  that  a 
mistake  on  the  subject  of  baptism  is  not  comprehended 
in  the  above  description,  the  passages  adduced  must  be 
acknowledged  irrelevant)  and  the  whole  controversy  as 
sumes  a  new  aspect. 

In  the  same  spirit  the  apostle  earnestly  presses  on  the 
Philippians  the  obligation  of  maintaining  an  uninter 
rupted  harmony,  and  of  cultivating  a  fraternal  affection 
to  each  other,  even  while  he  is  contemplating  the  possi 
bility  of  their  entertaining  different  apprehensions  re- 
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specting  truth  .and  duty.  After  proposing  himself  as  an 
example  of  the  renunciation  of  legal  hopes,  and  the  seri 
ous  study  of  perfection,  he  adds,  "  Let  us,  therefore,  as 
many  as  are  perfect,  as  many  as  have  obtained  correct 
and  enlarged  views  of  the  gospel,  be  thus  minded  ;  and 
if  in  any  thing  we  are  otherwise  minded,  or  rather  differ 
ently  minded,  possessing  different  views  and  apprehen 
sions  on  certain  subjects*,  God  will  reveal  even  this  unto 
you.*  Nevertheless,  wherein  we  have  already  attained, 
let  us  walk  by  the  same  rule,  let  us  mind  the  same  thing.'* 
Here  the  case  of  a  diversity  of  sentiment  arising  among 
Christians  is  distinctly  assumed,  and  the  proper  remedy 
suggested,  which  is,  not  the  exercise  of  a  compulsory 
power,  much  less  a  separation  of  communion,  but  the 
ardent  pursuit  of  Christian  piety,  accompanied  with  a 
humble  dependence  on  divine  teaching,  which  it  hiay 
reasonably  be  expected  will  in  due  time  correct  the  errors 
and  imperfections  of  sincere  believers;  The  conduct  to 
be  maintained  in  the  mean  while,  was  a  cordial  co-opera 
tion  in  every  branch  of  worship  and  of  practice,  with 
respect  to  which  they  were  agreed,  without  attempting 
to  effect  a  unanimity  by  force  ;  and  this  is  precisely  the 
conduct  which  we  contend  should  be  maintained  towards 
our  psedobaptist  brethren.  If  they  can  be  repelled  from 
the  Lord's  table,  without  violating  both  the  letter  and 
the  spirit  of  the  preceding  and  of  similar  admonitions, 
we  are  prepared,  however  reluctantly,  to  acquiesce  in 
their  exclusion ;  but  if  they  cannot,  it  deserves  the  seri 
ous  consideration  of  the  advocates  of  that  measure,  how 
they  can  reconcile  the  palpable  infringement  of  such  pre 
cepts  with  the  scrupulous  adherence  to  the  dictates  of 
scripture  to  which  they  make  such  loud  pretensions. 

It  will  surely  not  be  denied  that  the  precepts  of  the 
gospel  are  entitled  to  at  least  as  much  reverence  as 
apostolical  precedents^  when  it  is  remembered  that  the 
language  of  the  former,  as  is  befitting  laws,  is  clear 
and  determinate,  while  inferences  deduced  from  the 

*  See  an  admirable  criticism  on  tins  passage  in  Bishop  Horsley's  Ser 
mons,  where  the  word  Ertpwc,  which  is  the  key  to  the  whole  passage, 
is  most  happily  elucidated. — Vol.  ii  p.  358. 
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latter  are  frequently  subject  to  debate ;  not  to  remark, 
that  if  we  consider  the  spirit  of  scripture  precedent,  it 
will  be  found  entirely  in  our  favour. 

When  the  abettors  of  exclusive  communion  are  pressed 
with  the  conclusions  resulting  from  the  passages  we  have 
quoted,  and  others  of  a  similar  tendency,  their  usual 
answer  is,  that  the  inspired  writers  make  no  mention  of 
baptism  on  these  occasions,  and  that  no  allusion  is  had 
to  a  diversity  of  opinion  on  the  positive  institutions  of 
the  gospel ;  which  is  perfectly  true,  and  perfectly  foreign 
to  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  alleged ;  for  the  question 
at  issue  is  not,  What  were  the  individual  errors  we  are 
commanded  to  tolerate;  but,  What  is  the  ground  on 
which  that  measure  is  enforced,  and  whether  it  be  suffi 
ciently  comprehensive  to  include  the  pa3dobaptists  ?  That 
it  is  so,  that  they  are  actually  included,  can  only  be 
denied  by  affirming  that  they  are  precluded  from  divine 
acceptance,  since  it  is  precisely  on  that  ground  that  St. 
Paul  rests  the  plea  of  toleration.  To  object  to  the  appli 
cation  of  a  general  principle  to  a  particular  case,  that  it 
is  not  the  identical  one  which  first  occasioned  its  enun 
ciation,  is  egregious  trifling,  and  would  go  to  the  sub 
version  of  all  general  principles  whatever,  and  conse 
quently  put  an  end  to  all  reasoning.  When  a  doubtful 
point  in  morality  is  to  be  decided  by  an  appeal  to  a  gene 
ral  principle,  it  is  an  essential  property  of  such  a  prin 
ciple  to  extend  to  more  particulars  than  one;  since,  if  it 
did  not,  it  would  cease  to  be  a  principle,  and  the  point 
in  question  would  be  left  to  be  decided  by  itself;  and  if 
not  self-evident,  could  admit  of  no  decision  whatever. 
When  Nabab  and  Abihu,  intoxicated  with  wine,  offered 
strange  fire  upon  the  altar,  and  were  struck  with  instant 
death  for  their  presumption,  Moses  by  divine  command 
prescribed  the  following  general  rule  for  the  worship  of 
God  :  "  I  will  be  sanctified  in  them  that  come  nigh  to 
me,  and  before  all  the  people  I  will  be  glorified.""'  Who 
can  be  at  a  loss  to  perceive  the  absurdity  of  limiting  that 
precept  to  the  prohibition  of  intoxication,  the  crime 

*  Lev.  x.  3. 
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which  occasioned  its  first  promulgation,  instead  of  ex 
tending  it  to  every  instance  of  levity  and  impiety  in  an 
approach  to  the  divine  Majesty  ?  My  consciousness  of 
the  extreme  weight  of  prejudice  which  the  truth  has  to 
encounter,  together  with  the  inaptitude  of  many  who 
are  most  interested  in  this  controversy  to  ascend  to  first 
principles,  is  my  only  apology  for  insisting  upon  a  point 
so  obvious ;  choosing  rather  to  hazard  the  contempt  of 
the  wise,  than  not  to  impress  conviction  on  the  vulgar. 

With  such  as  admit  the  possibility  of  psedobaptists 
being  saved,  there  remains,  in  my  apprehension,  no  alter 
native,  but  either  to  receive  them  into  their  communion 
without  scruple,  as  comprehended  within  the  apostolic 
canon,  or  to  affirm  that  decision  to  be  founded  on  erro 
neous  grounds;  which  at  once  removes  the  controversy 
to  a  superior  tribunal,  where  they  and  the  apostle  must 
implead  each  other.  Let  us,  however,  briefly  examine 
certain  distinctions  they  have  recourse  to,  in  order  to 
elude  the  force  of  these  passages.  In  the  first  place  it 
has  been  alleged,  that  though  we  are  commanded  to 
receive  our  mistaken  brethren,  we  are  not  instructed  to 
receive  them  at  the  Lord's  table,  or  into  the  external 
communion  of  the  church ;  and  that  such  injunctions 
are  consequently  irrelevant  to  the  inquiry  respecting  the 
right  of  persons  of  a  similar  character  to  those  external 
privileges  of  which  they  make  no  mention.  "  Is  there 
no  way,"  say  our  opponents,  "  of  receiving  him  that  is 
weak  in  faith,  but  by  admitting  him  to  the  Lord's  table  ? 
Must  the  exhortation  to  receive  a  Christian  brother  be 
confined  to  that  single  instance  of  true  benevolence  ?"* 
To  this  we  reply,  that  we  know  of  none  who  assert  that 
the  term  receive  must  necessarily  be  limited  to  the  single 
act  of  a  reception  at  the  Lord's  table ;  but  we  affirm, 
without  hesitation,  that  he  is  not  received  in  the  sense  of 
the  apostle,  who  is  denied  that  privilege.  Had  the  par 
ties  whom  he  addressed  proceeded  to  an  open  rupture  in 
point  of  communion,  would  they,  in  the  judgement  of 
our  opponents,  have  complied  with  the  purport  and  spirit 

*  Booth's  Apology,  p.  101. 
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of  his  injunction  ?  And  if,  after  adopting  such  a  mea 
sure,  they  had  appealed  to  the  apostle,  whether  there 
"  were  no  other  way  of  receiving  their  brethren  but  by 
admitting  them  to  the  Lord's  table,"  would  he,  or  would 
he  not,  have  considered  himself  as  mocked  and  insulted  ? 
Mr.  Booth  enumerates  many  instances  in  St.  Paul's 
epistles,  in  which  he  enjoins  Christians  to  receive  certain 
persons,  such  as  Phcebe,  Onesimus,  Epaphroditus,  and 
himself,  where  an  admission  to  the  Lord's  table  was  not 
intended,  but  something  which  he  informs  us  would  ma 
nifest  their  love  in  a  much  higher  degree.*  What  a 
convincing  demonstration  of  the  propriety  of  withholding 
from  persons  of  a  similar  character,  that  lower,  that  infe 
rior  token  of  esteem  which  is  included  in  Christian  fel 
lowship  !  And  because  the  bare  admission  of  all  the 
persons  mentioned  to  the  external  communion  of  the 
church,  did  not  satisfy  the  ardent  benevolence  of  the 
apostle,  without  more  decided  and  discriminate  marks 
of  attachment,  nor  answer,  in  the  opinion  of  our  oppo 
nents,  to  the  full  import  of  the  word  receive,  the  true 
method  of  realizing  his  intentions,  is  to  reject  the  mo 
dern  Phcebe  and  Onesimus  altogether. 

"Supposing,  however,"  says  Mr.  Booth,  "that  there 
were  no  way  of  receiving  one  that  is  weak  in  faith, 
but  by  admitting  him  to  the  Lord's  table,  this  text 
would  be  far  from  proving  that  which  our  opponents 
desire ;  unless  they  could  make  it  appear,  that  the 
persons  of  whom  the  apostle  immediately  speaks,  were 
not  members  of  the  church  of  Rome,  when  he  gave  the 
ad  vice."  t  If  there  be  any  weight  in  this  argument, 
it  must  proceed  from  the  supposition,  that  if  the  per 
sons  whom  the  apostle  enjoins  the  Romans  to  receive, 
had  not  been  already  members,  there  is  no  sufficient 
ground  for  believing,  notwithstanding  the  strain  of  his 
admonitions,  that  they  would  have  been  admitted.  But 
is  it  possible  to  suppose  that  he  would  have  recom 
mended  a  class  of  persons  so  earnestly  to  the  affec 
tionate  regards  of  a  Christian  society  whom  he  would 

*  Booth's  Apology,  p.  102.          f  Ibid.  p.  82. 
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not  have  previously  deemed  eligible  to  their  commu 
nion  ;  or  that  the  primitive  discipline  was  so  soon 
relaxed  as  to  occasion  the  continuance  in  the  church 
of  such  as  would  have  been  originally  deemed  un 
worthy  candidates  ?  Most  assuredly  they  who,  upon 
valid  grounds,  would  have  been  rejected,  if  they  had 
not  already  been  members,  were  never  permitted  to 
boast  the  protection  and  patronage  of  an  inspired  apostle 
after  they  became  such.  In  every  well-ordered  society, 
the  privileges  attached  to  it  are  forfeited  by  that  con 
duct  in  its  members,  whatever  it  be,  which  would  have 
been  an  effectual  obstacle  to  their  admission;  and  to 
suppose  this  maxim  reversed  in  a  Christian  church,  and 
that  an  apostle  would  caress,  protect,  and  commend 
persons  who  might  justly  have  been  debarred  from 
entering,  is  an  absurdity  which  few  minds  can  digest. 
The  necessity  of  recurring  to  such  suppositions,  is  itself 
a  sufficient  confutation  of  the  system  they  are  brought 
to  defend. 

Our  opponents  still  insist  upon  it,  that  no  conclusion 
can  be  drawn  from  the  command  to  receive  the  weak  in 
faith,  unless  it  could  be  shown  that  they  were  unbaptized. 
But  this  mode  of  reasoning,  pursued  to  its  consequences, 
would  annihilate  all  the  general  axioms  of  scripture,* 
and  considering  the  infinite  diversity  of  human  circum 
stances,  render  them  a  most  incompetent  guide.  If  the 
Holy  Spirit  has  been  pleased  to  command  us,  without 
exception,  to  receive  the  weak  in  faith,  and  instructed  us 
in  the  grounds  on  which  his  decision  proceeded,  which  is 
plainly  the  acceptance  of  such  with  God ;  if  the  apostles, 
acting  under  his  direction,  governed  the  church  on  the 
same  principles,  and  suffered  no  breach  of  communion  to 
be  effected,  but  on  account  of  a  vicious  life,  or  funda 
mental  error,  the  criminality  attached  to  an  opposite 
course  of  procedure  will  be  very  little  extenuated  by  a 
circumstantial  difference  in  its  objects.  Had  those  whom 

*  "  But  admitting  that  to  be  a  fact,"  says  Mr.  Booth,  "  of  which 
there  is  not  the  least  evidence,  the  conclusion  drawn  from  the  passage 
would  not  be  just,  except  it  were  also  proved,  that  the  weak  in  faith 
were  unbaptized,  or  at  least  so  considered  by  their  stronger  brethren, 
for  that  is  the  point  in  dispute  between  us."— Booth's  Apology,  p.  104. 
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the  apostles  commanded  their  converts  to  tolerate,  been 
unbaptized,  the  inference  in  favour  of  pcedobaptists  would 
unquestionably  have  been  more  obvious,  but  not  more 
certain,  because  nothing  can  be  more  evident  than  that 
they  urged  the  duty  of  toleration  on  a  principle  which, 
even  in  the  judgements  of  our  opponents,  equally  applies 
to  the  pa?do baptists,  which  is,  that  the  error  in  each  case 
is  compatible  with  a  state  of  salvation,  and  may  be  held 
"with  an  upright  conscience. 

However  systems  and  opinions  may  fluctuate,  truth  is 
eternal ;  and  if  these  were  solid  grounds  of  mutual  for 
bearance  and  indulgence  heretofore,  they  must  still  con 
tinue  such  ;  but  if  they  were  not,  St.  Paul  must  be  ac 
knowledged  to  have  reasoned  inconclusively,  and  all  idea 
of  plenary  inspiration  must  be  abandoned.  As  the  case 
stands,  the  advocates  of  exclusive  communion  must  either 
assert,  in  direct  contradiction  to  his  statement,  that  the 
compatibility  of  an  error  with  a  state  of  salvation,  and 
with  what  comes  nearly  to  the  same  point,  the  perfect 
sincerity  of  its  abettor,  is  not  a  sufficient  reason  for  its 
being  tolerated  in  the  church,  or  consign  the  psedobaptists, 
who  die  in  their  sentiments,  to  eternal  destruction.  In 
this  dilemma,  they  are  at  liberty  to  adopt  which  position 
they  please,  but  from  both  it  is  impossible  to  escape. 

In  order,  as  it  should  seem,  to  perplex  the  mind  of 
the  reader  on  this  part  of  the  subject,  our  opponents  en 
deavour  to  confound  that  interposition  of  mercy,  by  which 
impenitent  sinners  are  introduced  into  a  state  of  salva 
tion,  with  the  gracious  acceptance  of  believers.* 

With  this  view  we  are  reminded  that  God  receives 

*  "Yet  permit  me  to  ask,"  says  Mr.  Booth,  "  is  the  divine  conduct, 
is  the  favour  of  God,  or  the  kindness  of  Christ  in  receiving  sinners,  the 
rule  of  our  proceeding  in  the  administration  of  positive  institutions? 
Whom  does  God,  whom  does  Christ  receive?  None  but  those  who  be 
lieve  and  profess  faith  in  the  Lord  Messiah  ?  Our  brethren  will  not 
affirm  it.  For  if  divine  compassion  did  not  extend  to  the  dead  in  sin  ; 
if  the  kindness  of  Christ  did  not  relieve  the  enemies  of  God,  none  of  our 
fallen  race  could  ever  be  saved.  But  does  it  hence  follow  that  we 
must  admit  the  unbelieving,  or  the  unconverted,  either  to  baptism  or 
the  holy  supper?  Our  gracious  Lord  freely  accepts  all  that  desire  ix, 
and  all  that  come,  but  are  we  bound  to  receive  every  one  that  solicits 
communion  with  MS'']"— Booth's  Apology,  p.  10o'. 
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such  as  are  dead  in  sins.  "Whether  it  be  safe  to  assert 
that  God  accepts  the  impenitent  at  all,  while  their  im 
penitence  continues,  I  shall  not  stay  to  inquire  :  it  is  cer 
tain  they  are  not  received  in  the  same  sense  as  genuine 
Christians,  nor  in  the  sense  the  apostle  intended  when  he 
enjoined  forbearance  towards  the  weak  in  faith.  That 
Christ  receives  men  in  their  sins,  so  as  to  adopt  them 
into  his  family,  and  make  them  heirs  of  eternal  life,  is  a 
doctrine  offensive  to  pious  ears,  most  remote  from  the 
language  of  scripture,  and  from  all  sober  theology.  But 
if  they  intend  something  essentially  distinct  from  this, 
for  what  purpose  it  is  introduced,  except  with  a  view  to 
shelter  themselves  under  the  cover  of  an  ambiguous  term, 
I  am  at  a  loss  to  conjecture.  In  the  mean  time,  it  is 
obvious  that  the  design  of  these  contortions  is  to  get  rid, 
if  possible,  of  a  principle  which  originated  not  with  us, 
but  with  St.  Paul,  that  we  ought  to  accept  those  whom 
we  acknowledge  Christ  to  have  accepted.  This  is  still 
more  evident ;  when  we  find  them  adducing  the  excom 
munication  of  unworthy  members,  such  as  the  incestu 
ous  man  at  Corinth,  who  it  is  asserted  was  all  along  an 
object  of  divine  favour,  as  a  proof  that  the  rule  which 
that  inspired  writer  has  laid  down,  may  be  safely  neg 
lected.  In  reply  to  which,  it  is  sufficient  to  ask — In 
what  light  was  the  incestuous  person  regarded,*  when  he 
declared  his  determination  to  deliver  him  to  Satan  for 
the  destruction  of  the  flesh.  Was  it  under  the  character 
of  a  member  of  Christ,  or  an  enemy  of  the  gospel  ?  If 
we  believe  his  own  representation,  he  deemed  it  neces 
sary  for  him  to  be  expelled  as  an  infectious  leaven,  the 
continuance  of  winch  would  corrupt  the  whole  mass ;  so 
that  whatever  proofs  of  repentance  he  might  afterwards 
exhibit,  these  could  have  no  influence  on  the  principle 
on  which  he  was  excluded.  When  the  professors  of 

*  "  Besides,  gospel  churches,"  says  Mr.  Booth,  "  are  sometimes 
obliged  to  exclude  from  their  communion  those  whom  he  has  received, 
as  appears  from  the  case  of  the  incestuous  person  in  the  church  at 
Corinth.  And  have  those  churches  which  practise  free  communion 
never  excluded  any  for  scandalous  backslidings,  whom,  notwithstand 
ing,  they  could  not  but  consider  as  received  of  Christ?" — Booth's 
Apology,  p.  100. 


74  TERMS   OP   COMMUNION. 

Christianity  are  guilty  of  deliberate  violation  of  the  laws 
of  Christ,  they  are  to  be  treated  agreeably  to  the  conduct 
they  exhibit,  as  bad  men,  with  a  hope  that  the  severity 
of  discipline  may  reclaim  and  restore  them  to  the  paths 
of  rectitude. 

To  justify  the  practice  of  exclusive  communion,  by 
placing  paedobaptists,  who  form  the  great  body  of  the 
faithful,  on  the  same  level  with  men  of  impure  and 
vicious  lives,  is  equally  repugnant  to  reason,  and  offen 
sive  to  charity ;  at  the  same  time  that  it  is  manifest  from 
this  mode  of  reasoning,  that  the  measure  contended  for 
is  considered  in  the  light  of  punishment.  Whether  our 
pasdobaptist  brethren  are  the  proper  objects  of  it,  or 
whether  it  is  adapted  to  promote  the  only  legitimate  ends 
of  punishment,  must  be  left  to  future  inquiry. 


SECTION  III. 

Pcedobaptids  a  Part  of  the  true  Church,  and  their  Exclu 
sion,  on  that  account,  Unlawful. 

Before  we  proceed  to  urge  the  argument  announced  in 
this  section,  it  will  be  necessary  to  ascertain  the  precise 
import  of  the  word  church,  as  it  is  employed  in  the  Holy 
Scriptures.  If  we  examine  the  New  Testament,  we  shall 
find  that  the  term  church,  as  a  religious  appellation, 
occurs  in  two  senses  only ;  it  either  denotes  the  whole 
body  of  the  faithful,  or  some  one  assembly  of  Christians 
associated  for  the  worship  of  God.  In  the  former  sense, 
it  is  styled  in  the  Apostles'  Creed,  catholic,  or  universal; 
a  belief  in  the  existence  of  which,  forms  one  of  its  prin 
cipal  articles.  In  this  sense,  Jesus  Christ  is  affirmed  to 
be  "  Head  over  all  things  to  the  church,  which  is  his 
body."  It  is  in  this  collective  view  of  it,  that  we  affirm 
its  perpetuity.  When  the  term  is  employed  to  denote  a 
particular  assembly  of  Christians,  it  is  invariably  accom 
panied  with  a  specification  of  the  place  where  it  was  ac 
customed  to  convene,  as  for  example,  the  church  at 
Corinth,  at  Ephesus,  or  at  Rome.  Now  it  is  manifest 
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from  scripture,  that  these  two  significations  of  the  word 
differ  from  each  other  only  as  a  part  differs  from  a  whole, 
so  that  when  the  whole  body  of  believers  is  intended,  it  is 
used  in  its  absolute  form ;  when  a  particular  society  is 
meant,  it  is  joined  with  a  local  specification.  It  is  never 
used  in  the  New  Testament,  as  in  modern  times,  to  de 
note  the  aggregate  of  Christian  assemblies  throughout  a 
province,  or  a  kingdom ;  nor  do  we  ever  read  of  the 
church  of  Achaia,  Galatia,  &c.  but  of  the  churches  in 
the  plural  number;  the  word  being  constantly  applied 
either  to  the  whole  number  of  the  faithful,  scattered 
throughout  the  world,  or  to  some  single  congregation  or 
society.  It  is  equally  obvious  that  whenever  the  word 
church  occurs  in  its  absolute  form,  it  comprehends  all 
genuine  Christians  without  exception,  and  as  that  church 
is  affirmed  to  be  his  lody,  it  could  not  enter  into  the  con 
ception  of  the  inspired  writers  that  there  were  a  class  of 
persons  strictly  united  to  Christ,  who  yet  were  none  of 
its  competent  parts. 

By  orthodox  Christians  it  is  uniformly  maintained  that 
union  to  Christ  is  formed  by  faith,  and  as  the  baptists 
are  distinguished  by  demanding  a  profession  of  it  at 
baptism,  they  at  least  are  precluded  from  asserting  that 
rite  to  have  any  concern  in  effecting  the  spiritual  alliance 
in  question.  In  their  judgement  at  least,  since  faith  pre 
cedes  the  application  of  water,  the  only  means  of  union 
are  possessed  by  the  abettors  of  infant  sprinkling  equally 
with  themselves  ;  who  are  therefore  equally  of  the  "  body 
of  Christ,  and  members  in  particular."  But  since  the 
Holy  Ghost  identifies  that  body  with  the  church,  ex 
plaining  the  one  by  the  other,  (u  for  his  body's  sake, 
which  is  the  church,")  it  seems  impossible  to  deny  that 
they  are  fully  entitled  to  be  considered,  in  the  catholic 
sense  of  the  term,  as  members  of  the  Christian  church. 
And  as  the  universal  church  is  nothing  more  than  the 
collective  body  of  the  faithful,  and  differs  only  from  a 
particular  assembly  of  christians,  as  the  whole  from  a 
part,  it  is  equally  impossible  to  deny  that  a  predobaptist 
society  is,  in  the  more  limited  import  of  the  word,  a  true 
church. 
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If  we  consider  the  matter  in  a  light  somewhat  differ 
ent)  we  shall  be  conducted  to  the  same  conclusion,  and 
be  compelled  to  confess  that  peedobaptist  societies  are,  or 
at  least  may  be,  notwithstanding  the  practice  of  infant- 
sprinkling,  true  churches.  The  idea  of  plurality,  it  will 
be  admitted,  adds  nothing  to  the  nature  of  the  object  to 
which  it  is  attached.  The  idea  of  a  number  of  men 
differs  nothing  in  kind,  from  that  of  a  single  man,  except 
that  it  involves  a  repetition,  or  multiplication  of  the  same 
idea.  But  the  term  church  is  merely  a  numerical  term, 
denoting  a  multitude,  or  an  assembly  of  men ;  and  for 
the  same  reason  that  a  number  of  men  meeting  together 
constitute  an  assembly,  or  church*  in  the  most  compre 
hensive  import  of  the  word,  so  a  number  of  Christians 
convened  for  the  worship  of  God,  constitutes  a  Christian 
assembly,  or  a  church.  Such  an  assembly  will  necessarily 
be  modified  by  the  character  of  the  members  which  com 
pose  it;  if  their  sentiments  are  erroneous,  the  church 
will  proportionably  imbibe  a  tincture  of  error ;  but  to 
affirm  that  though  it  consists  of  real  Christians,  a  society 
of  such  assembled  for  Christian  worship  is  not  a  true 
church,  is  to  attribute  to  the  idea  of  plurality  or  of 
number  the  power  of  changing  the  nature  or  essence  of 
the  object  with  which  it  is  united,  which  involves  a  con 
tradiction  to  our  clearest  perceptions.  If  we  adhere  to 
the  dictates  of  reason  or  of  scripture,  when  we  give  the 
appellation  of  a  church  to  a  particular  society  of  chris- 
tians,  we  shall  mingle  nothing  in  our  conceptions,  beyond 
what  enters  into  our  ideas  of  an  individual  Christian, 
with  the  exception  of  this  circumstance  only,  that  it  de 
notes  a  number  of  such  individuals  actually  assembled, 
or  wont  to  assemble  for  the  celebration  of  divine  worship. 
Though  the  definition  of  a  church  has  often  been  the 
occasion  of  much  confused  disquisition,  especially  when 
the  term  has  been  applied  exclusively  to  the  clergy,  the 
baptists,  I  believe  are  the  only  persons  who  have  scrupled 
to  assign  that  appellation  to  societies  acknowledged  to 
consist  of  sincere  and  spiritual  worshippers  :  a  notion 

*  Acts  xix.  32. — "  For  the  assembly  was  confused."    The  original  is 
Tf  6KK\7](Tia}  the.  term  usually  rendered  church. 
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which,  however  repugnant  to  the  dictates  of  candour,  or 
of  common  sense,  is  the  necessary  appendage  of  the  prac 
tice,  equally  absurd,  of  confining  their  communion  to 
their  own  denomination. 

Having  shown,  we  trust  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
reader,  that  pasdobaptism  is  not  an  error  of  such  mag 
nitude,  as  to  prevent  the  society  which  maintains  it  from 
being  deemed  a  true  church,  I  proceed  to  observe,  that 
to  repel  the  members  of  such  a  society  from  communion 
is  the  very  essence  of  schism.  Schism  is  a  causeless 
and  unnecessary  separation  from  the  church  of  Christ, 
or  from  any  part  of  it ;  and  that  secession  cannot  urge 
the  plea  of  necessity,  where  no  concurrence  in  what  is 
deemed  evil,  no  approbation  of  error  or  superstition,  is 
involved  in  communion.  In  the  case  before  us,  by  ad 
mitting  a  paadobaptist  to  the  Lord's  supper,  no  sanction 
whatever  is  given  to  infant-sprinkling,  no  act  of  con 
currence  is  involved  or  implied ;  nothing  is  done,  or  left 
undone,  which  would  not  have  been  equally  so,  if  his 
attendance  were  withdrawn.  Under  such  circumstances, 
the  necessity  of  preserving  the  purity  of  wrorship,  or  of 
avoiding  an  active  cooperation  in  what  we  deem  sinful 
or  erroneous  (the  only  justifiable  ground  of  separation), 
has  no  place.  The  objection  to  his  admission  is  founded 
solely  on  a  disapprobation  of  a  particular  practice,  con 
sidered,  not  as  it  affects  us,  since  no  part  of  our  religious 
practice  is  influenced  by  it,  but  in  relation  to  its  intrin 
sic  demerits. 

Division  amongst  Christians,  especially  when  it  pro 
ceeds  to  a  breach  of  communion,  is  so  fraught  with 
scandal,  and  so  utterly  repugnant  to  the  genius  of  the 
gospel,  that  the  suffrages  of  the  whole  Christian  world 
have  concurred  in  regarding  it  as  an  evil,  on  no  occasion 
to  be  incurred,  but  for  the  avoidance  of  a  greater — the 
violation  of  conscience.  Whenever  it  becomes  impossible 
to  continue  in  a  religious  community  without  concurring 
in  practices,  and  sanctioning  abuses,  which  the  word  of 
God  condemns,  a  secession  is  justified  by  the  apocalyptic 
voice,  "  Come  out  of  her,  my  people,  that  ye  be  not 
partakers  of  her  sins,  and  that  ye  receive  not  of  her 
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plagues."*  On  this  principle,  the  conduct  of  the  re 
formers,  in  separating  from  the  Roman  hierarchy,  admits 
of  an  ample  vindication :  in  consequence  of  the  intro 
duction  of  superstitious  rites  and  ceremonies,  it  became 
impracticable  to  continue  in  her  communion  without 
partaking  of  her  sins  ;  and  for  a  similar  reason  the  non 
conformists  seceded  from  the  church  of  England,  where 
ceremonies  were  enforced,  and  an  ecclesiastical  polity 
established,  incompatible,  as  they  conceived,  with  the 
purity  and  simplicity  of  the  Christian  institute.  In  each 
of  these  cases,  the  blame  of  schism  did  not  attach  to  the 
separatists,  but  to  that  spirit  of  imposition  which  ren 
dered  separation  requisite.  In  each  instance,  it  was  an 
act  of  self-preservation,  rendered  unavoidable  by  the 
highest  necessity,  that  of  declining  to  concur  in  practices 
at  which  their  conscience  revolted.  But  what  similarity 
to  this  is  discernible  in  the  conduct  of  the  advocates  of 
strict  communion  ?  They  are  not  engaged  in  preserving 
their  own  liberty,  but  in  an  attack  on  the  liberty  of 
others :  their  object  is  not  to  preserve  the  worship  in 
which  they  join,  pure  from  contamination ;  but  to  sit  in 
judgement  on  the  consciences  of  their  brethren,  and  to 
deny  them  the  privileges  of  the  visible  church  on  ac 
count  of  a  difference  of  opinion,  which  is  neither  im 
posed  on  themselves,  nor  deemed  fundamental.  They 
propose  to  build  a  church,  upon  the  principle  of  an 
absolute  exclusion  of  a  multitude  of  societies,  which 
they  must  either  acknowledge  to  be  true  churches,  or  be 
convicted,  as  we  have  seen,  of  the  greatest  absurdity ; 
while,  for  a  conduct  so  monstrous  and  unnatural,  they 
are  precluded  from  the  plea  of  necessity,  because  no  at 
tempt  is  made  by  paedobaptists  to  modify  their  worship^ 
or  to  control  the  most  enlarged  exercise  of  private  judge 
ment.  Upon  the  principle  for  which  I  am  contending:, 
they  are  not  called  to  renounce  their  peculiar  tenets  on 
the  subject  of  baptism,  nor  to  express  their  approbation 
of  a  contrary  practice ;  but  simply  not  to  sever  them 
selves  from  the  body  of  Christ,  nor  refuse  to  unite  with 
his  church. 

*  Rev.  xviii.  4* 
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However  familiar  the  spectacle  of  Christian  societies 
who  have  no  fellowship  or  intercourse  with  each  other 
has  become,  he  who  consults  the  New  Testament  will 
instantly  perceive,  that  nothing  more  repugnant  to  the 
dictates  of  inspiration,  or  to  the  practice  of  the  first  and 
purest  ages,  can  be  conceived.  When  we  turn  our  eyes 
to  the  primitive  times,  we  behold  one  church  of  Christ^ 
and  one  only,  in  which,  when  new  assemblies  of  christ- 
ians  arose,  they  were  considered  not  as  multiplying,  but 
diffusing  it ;  not  as  destroying  its  unity,  or  impairing  its 
harmony,  but  being  fitly  compacted  together  on  the 
same  foundation,  as  a  mere  accession  to  the  beauty  and 
grandeur  of  the  whole.  The  spouse  of  Christ,  like  a 
prolific  mother,  exulted  in  her  numerous  offspring,  who 
were  all  equally  cherished  in  her  bosom,  and  grew  up  at 
her  side.  As  the  necessity  of  departing  from  these 
maxims,  or  of  appearing  to  depart  from  them  at 
least,  by  forming  separate  societies,  arose  entirely  from 
that  spirit  of  ecclesiastical  tyranny  and  superstition 
which  was  gradually  developed,  so  a  similar  measure  is 
justifiable  as  far  as  that  necessity  extends,  and  no  far 
ther.  In  the  case  of  strict  communion,  it  has  no  place 
whatever.  In  that  case^  it  is  not  a  defensive,  but  an 
offensive  measure ;  it  is  not  an  assertion  of  Christian 
liberty,  by  resisting  encroachment, — it  is  itself  a  violent 
encroachment  on  the  freedom  of  others  ;  not  an  effort  to 
preserve  our  own  worship  pure^  but  to  enforce  a  con 
formity  to  our  views,  in  a  point  acknowledged  not  essen 
tial  to  salvation*  That  the  unity  of  the  church  cannot 
be  maintained  upon  those  principles,  that  if  every  error 
is  to  be  opposed,  not  by  mild  remonstrance  and  scriptu 
ral  argument,  but  by  making  it  the  pretext  of  a  breach 
of  communion,  nothing  but  a  series  of  animosities  and 
divisions  can  ensue,  the  experience  of  past  ages  has 
rendered  sufficiently  evident.  If  amidst  the  infinite 
diversity  of  opinions,  each  society  deems  it  necessary  to 
render  its  own  peculiarities  the  basis  of  union,  as  though 
the  design  of  Christians  in  forming  themselves  into  a 
church,  were  not  to  exhibit  the  great  principles  of  the 
gospel,  but  to  give  publicity  and  effect  to  party  distinc- 
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tions,  all  hope  of  restoring  cliristian  harmony  and  una 
nimity  must  be  abandoned.  When  churches  are  thus 
constituted,  instead  of  enlarging  the  sphere  of  Christian 
charity,  they  become  so  many  hostile  confederacies. 

If  it  be  once  admitted,  that  a  body  of  men  associating 
for  Christian  worship  have  a  right  to  enact,  as  terms  of 
communion,  something  more  than  is  included  in  the 
terms  of  salvation,  the  question  suggested  by  St.  Paul — 
"  Is  Christ  divided?"*  is  utterly  futile  :  what  he  consid 
ered  as  a  solecism  is  reduced  to  practice,  and  established 
by  law.  How  is  it  possible  to  attain  or  preserve  una 
nimity  in  the  absence  of  an  intelligible  standard  ?  and 
when  we  feel  ourselves  at  liberty  to  depart  from  a  divine 
precedent,  and  to  affect  a  greater  nicety  and  scrupulosity 
in  the  separation  of  the  precious  and  the  vile,  than  the 
Searcher  of  hearts ;  when  we  follow  the  guidance  of 
private  partialities  and  predilections,  without  pretending 
to  regulate  our  conduct  by  the  pattern  of  our  great  Mas 
ter  ;  who  can  be  at  a  loss  to  perceive  the  absolute  im 
possibility  of  preserving  "  the  unity  of  the  Spirit  in  the 
bond  of  peace  ?"  Of  what  is  essential  to  salvation,  it 
is  not  difficult  to  judge ;  the  quiet  of  the  conscience 
requires  that  the  information  on  this  subject  should  be 
clear  and  precise:  -whatever  is  beyond,  is  involved  in 
comparative  obscurity,  and  subject  to  doubtful  dispu 
tation. 

There  are  certain  propositions  which  produce  on  a 
mind  free  from  prejudice  such  instantaneous  conviction, 
as  scarcely  to  admit  of  formal  proof.  Of  this  nature  is 
the  following  position,  that  it  is  presumptuous  to  aspire 
to  a  greater  purity  and  strictness  in  selecting  the  mate 
rials  of  a  church,  than  are  observed  by  its  Divine  Foun 
der  ;  and  that  those  whom  he  forms  and  actuates  by  his 
Spirit,  and  admits  to  communion  with  himself,  are  suffi 
ciently  qualified  for  the  communion  of  mortals.  What 
can  be  alleged  in  contradiction  to  a  truth  so  indubitable 
and  so  obvious  ?  Nothing  but  a  futile  distinction  (futile 
in  relation  to  the  present  subject)  betwixt  the  moral  and 
the  positive  parts  of  Christianity.  We  are  told,  again 
*  1  Cor.  i.  13. 
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and  again,  that  the  Lord's  supper  is  a  positive  and  arbi 
trary  institution,  in  consequence  of  which,  the  right  to  it 
is  not  to  be  judged  of  by  moral  considerations  and  gene 
ral  reasonings,  but  by  express  prescription  and  command. 

Willing  to  meet  objectors  on  their  own  ground,  we 
request  them  to  point  us  to  the  passage  in  the  code  of 
inspiration,  where  unbaptized  Christians  are  forbidden  to 
participate ;  and  all  the  answer  we  receive,  consists 
merely  of  those  inferences  and  arguments  from  analogy, 
against  which  they  protest ;  so  that  our  opponents,  un 
supported  by  the  letter  of  scripture,  are  obliged  to  have 
recourse  to  general  reasoning,  not  less  than  ourselves, 
however  lame  and  defective  that  reasoning  may  be. 

When  we  urge  upon  them  the  fact  that  all  genuine 
Christians  are  received  by  Christ,  and  that  his  conduct  in 
this  instance  is  proposed  as  a  pattern  for  our  imitation, 
they  are  compelled  to  shift  their  ground ;  and  although 
it  is  evident  to  every  one  who  reflects,  that  we  mean  to 
assert  the  obligation  of  adhering  to  that  example,  only 
as  far  as  it  is  known,  they  adduce  the  instance  of  im 
moral  professors,  who,  though  received,  as  they  contend, 
by  Christ,  are  justly  rejected  by  the  church.  But  how, 
we  ask,  are  we  to  ascertain  the  fact  that  such  persons  are 
accepted  of  Christ,  till  they  give  proof  of  their  repent 
ance  ?  Is  it  precisely  the  same  thing  to  neglect  a  known 
rule  of  action,  as  to  cease  to  follow  it  when  it  is  involved 
in  hopeless  obscurity  ?  Admitting,  for  argument's  sake, 
that  they  who  live  disorderly  have  uninterrupted  union 
with  the  Saviour,  it  is  impossible  that  we  should  know 
it  while  they  continue  impenitent ;  and  therefore,  on 
such  occasions,  it  ceuses  to  be  a  rule.  But  in  rejecting 
paedobaptists  in  the  mass,  they  reject  a  numerous  class 
of  christians  whom  they  know  and  acknowledge  to  be 
the  temples  of  the  Holy  Ghost.  If  the  two  cases  are 
parallel,  we  acknowledge  the  justness  of  the  conclusion ; 
if  not,  what  more  futile  and  absurd  ?  Let  it  be  remem 
bered,  however,  that  all  this  quibbling  and  tergiversation 
are  employed  to  get  rid  of  an  apostolic  canon,  and  that 
they  bear  upon  our  principles  in  no  other  sense  than  as 
they  tend  to  nullify  or  impair  the  force  of  an  inspired 

VOL.  HI.  G 
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maxim.     If  we  are  in  error,  we  deem  it  no  small  felicity 
to  err  in  such  company. 

Before  I  close  this  section,  I  must  be  permitted  to  re 
mark  an  inconsistency  in  the  conduct  of  our  opponents, 
connected  with  this  part  of  the  subject,  which  has  often 
excited  my  surprise.  Disclaiming,  as  they  do,  all  com 
munion  with  paedobaptists,  and  refusing  to  acknowledge 
them  as  a  legitimate  part  of  the  Christian  church,  we 
should  naturally  expect  they  would  shun  every  approach 
to  such  a  recognition  of  them  with  peculiar  care  in  de 
votional  exercises,  in  solemn  addresses  to  the  Deity. 
Nothing,  on  the  contrary,  is  more  common  than  the  in 
terchange  of  religious  services  betwixt  baptists  and 
independents,  in  which  the  pasdobaptist  minister  is  so 
lemnly  commended  to  the  Supreme  Being  as  the  pastor 
of  the  church,  and  his  blessing  earnestly  implored  on 
the  relation  they  stand  in  to  each  other ;  nor  is  it  un 
usual  for  a  baptist  to  officiate  at  the  ordination  of  an 
independent  minister,  by  delivering  a  charge,  or  inculca 
ting  the  duties  of  the  people^  in  a  discourse  appropriated 
to  the  occasion*  They  feel  no  objection  to  have  commu 
nion  with  psedobaptists  in  prayer  and  praise,  the  most 
solemn  of  all  acts  of  worship,  even  on  an  occasion  imme 
diately  connected  with  the  recognition  of  a  religious 
society ;  but  no  sooner  does  the  idea  of  the  eucharist 
occur,  than  it  operates  like  a  spell,  and  all  this  language 
is  changed,  and  these  sentiments  vanish.  It  is  surely 
amusing  to  behold  a  person  solemnly  inculcating  the 
reciprocal  duties  of  a  relation,  which,  on  his  principles, 
has  no  existence  ;  and  interceding  expressly  in  behalf  of 
a  pastor  and  a  church,  when,  if  we  credit  his  representa 
tions  at  other  times,  that  church  is  illegitimate,  and  the 
title  of  pastor  consequently  a  mere  usurpation.  Although 
it  must  be  acknowledged  that  the  approach  of  pa?dobap- 
tists  to  the  sacred  table  is,  on  their  principles,  a  presump 
tuous  intrusion,  it  is  seldom  that  the  advocates  of  strict 
communion  feel  any  scruple  in  attempting,  by  devotional 
exercises,  to  prepare  the  mind  for  the  right  performance 
of  what  they  are  accustomed  to  stigmatize  as  radically 
wrong.  For  my  part,  I  am  utterly  at  a  loss  to  reconcile 
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these  discrepancies.  Is  it  that  they  consider  less  atten* 
tion  to  truth,  a  less  exact  correspondence  betwixt  the 
language  and  the  sentiments,  requisite  in  addressing  the 
Deity,  than  in  discoursing  with  their  fellow-mortals  ?  Or 
is  it  not  more  candid  to  suppose,  that  devotion  elevates 
them  to  a  higher  region,  where  they  breathe  the  freer 
air,  and  look  down  upon  the  petty  subtleties  of  a  thorny, 
disputatious  theology,  with  a  just  and  sovereign  con 
tempt  ? 


SECTION  IV» 

The  Exclusion  of  Pcedobaptists  from  the  Lord's   Table 
considered  as  a  Punishment. 

The  refusal  of  the  eucharist  to  a  professor  of  Christian- 
itv  can  be  justified  only  on  the  ground  of  his  supposed 
criminality;  of  his  embracing  heretical  sentiments,  or 
living  a  vicious  life.  As  the  sentence  of  exclusion  is  the 
severest  the  church  can  inflict,  and  as  no  punishment  is 
just  but  in  proportion  to  the  degree  of  preceding  delin 
quency,  it  follows  of  course,  that  he  who  incurs  the  total 
privation  of  church  privileges,  must  be  considered  emi 
nently  in  the  light  of  an  offender.  When  the  incestuous 
person  was  separated  from  the  church  at  Corinth,  it  was 
regarded  by  St.  Paul  as  a  punishment,  and  that  of  no 
ordinary  magnitude  : — "  Sufficient,"  said  he,  "  is  this 
punishment,  which  was  inflicted  of  many."  Nor  is  there 
any  difference,  with  respect  to  the  present  inquiry,  be 
twixt  the  refusal  of  a  candidate  and  the  expulsion  of  a 
member ;  since  nothing  will  justify  the  former  of  these 
measures,  which  might  not  be  equally  alleged  in  vindica 
tion  of  the  latter.  Both  amount  to  a  declaration  of  the 
parties  being  unworthy  to  communicate.  The  language 
held  by  our  opponents  is  sufficiently  decisive  on  this 
head : — "  It  is  not  every  one,"  says  Mr.  Booth,  "  that  is 
received  of  Jesus  Christ,  who  is  entitled  to  communion 
at  his  table ;  but  such,  and  such  only,  as  revere  his  au 
thority,  submit  to  his  ordinances,  and  obey  the  laws  of 
G  2 
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his  house."*  Hence,  to  be  consistent  with  themselves, 
they  must  impute  to  pasdobaptists  universally,  a  degree 
of  delinquency  equal  to  that  which  attaches  to  the  most 
flagrant  breaches  of  morality;  and  deem  them  equally 
guilty,  in  the  sight  of  God,  with  those  unjust  persons, 
idolaters,  revellers,  and  extortioners,  who  are  declared 
incapable  of  entering  into  the  kingdom  of  heaven.  For, 
if  the  guilt  imputed  in  this  instance,  is  acknowledged  to 
be  of  a  totally  different  order  from  that  which  belongs  to 
the  openly  vicious  and  profane,  how  come  they  to  be 
included  in  the  same  sentence  ?  and  where  is  the  equity 
of  animadverting  upon  unequal  faults  with  equal  se 
verity  ? 

To  be  consistent,  also,  they  must  invariably  refuse  to 
tolerate  every  species  of  imperfection  in  their  members, 
which  in  their  judgement  is  equally  criminal  with  the 
pa?dobaptist  error  :  but  how  far  they  are  from  maintain 
ing  this  impartiality,  is  too  obvious  to  admit  of  a  question. 
In  churches  whose  discipline  is  the  most  rigid,  it  will  not 
be  denied  that  many  are  tolerated,  who  are  chargeable 
with  conduct  more  offensive  in  the  sight  of  God  than  a 
misconception  of  the  nature  of  a  positive  institute ;  nor 
will  they  assert  that  a  Brainerd,  a  Doddridge,  or  a  Leigh- 
ton,  had  more  to  answer  for  at  the  supreme  tribunal,  on 
the  score  of  infant  baptism,  than  the  most  doubtful  of 
those  imperfect  Christians,  whom  they  retain  without 
scruple  in  their  communion.  Let  them  remember,  too, 
that  this  reasoning  proceeds,  not  on  the  principle  of  the 
innocence  of  error  in  general,  or  of  infant  sprinkling  in 
particular ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  that  it  takes  for  granted, 
that  some  degree  of  blame  attaches  to  a  neglect,  though 
involuntary,  of  a  positive  precept ;  we  wish  only  to  be 
informed,  on  what  principle  of  equity  it  is  proposed,  in 
the  infliction  of  ecclesiastical  censures,  to  equalize  things 
which  are  not  equal. 

From  these  injunctions  of  St.  Paul  which  have  already 

been  distinctly  noticed,  where  he  enforces  the  duty  of 

reciprocal  toleration,  we  find  him  insisting  on  certain 

circumstances,  adapted  to  diminish  the  moral  estimate  of 

*  Apology,  p.  107. 
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the  errors  in  question,  and  to  show  that  they  involved  a 
very  inconsiderable  portion  of  blame,  compared  to  that 
which  the  zealots,  on  either  side,  were  disposed  to  impute. 
Such  is  the  statement  of  their  not  being  fundamental,  of 
the  possibility  of  their  being  held  with  a  pure  conscience, 
and  the  certainty  that  both  parties  were  equally  compre 
hended  within  the  terms  of  salvation^  In  thus  attempting 
to  form  an  estimate  of  the  magnitude  of  the  mistakes 
and  misconceptions  of  our  fellow-christians,  in  a  moral 
view,  for  the  purpose  of  regulating  our  treatment  of  them, 
we  are  justified  by  the  highest  authority ;  and  the  only 
rational  inquiry  seems  to  be,  whether  infant  baptism  is 
really  more  criminal  than  those  acknowledged  imperfec 
tions  which  are  allowed  to  be  proper  objects  of  Christian 
forbearance.  If  it  be  affirmed  that  it  is,  we  request  our 
opponents  to  reconcile  this  assertion  with  the  high  enco 
miums  they  are  wont  to  bestow  on  pasdobaptists,  many 
of  whom  they  feel  no  hesitation  in  classing,  on  other 
occasions,  with  the  most  eminent  saints  upon  earth.  That 
they  are  perfectly  exempt  from  blame,  we  are  not  contend 
ing  ;  but  this  strange  combination  of  vice  and  virtue  in 
the  same  persons,  by  which  they  are,  at  once,  justly  ex 
cluded  from  the  church  as  criminal,  and  extolled  as  saints, 
is  perfectly  incomprehensible.  The  advocates  of  this 
doctrine  attempt  to  conceal  its  deformity,  by  employing 
an  attenuated  and  ambiguous  phraseology,  and  instead  of 
speaking  of  pa3dobaptists  in  the  terms  their  system 
demands,  are  fond  of  applying  the  epithets  irregular,  dis 
orderly,  &c.,  to  their  conduct.  Still  the  question  returns 
— Is  this  imputed  irregularity  innocent  or  criminal  ?  If 
the  former,  why  punish  it  at  all  ?  If  the  latter,  surely 
the  punishment  should  be  proportionate  to  the  guilt ;  and 
if  it  exceed  the  measure  awarded  to  offences  equally 
aggravated,  we  must  either  pronounce  it  unjust,  or  con 
found  the  distinction  of  right  and  wrong.  But  if  the 
forfeiture  of  all  the  privileges  attached  to  Christian  society, 
is  incurred  merely  by  infant  baptism,  while  numerous  im 
perfections,  both  in  sentiment  and  practice,  are  tolerated 
in  the  same  church,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  the  former 
is  treated  with  more  severity  than  the  latter.  If  it  be 
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more  criminal,  such  treatment  is  just ;  but  if  a  Doddridge 
and  a  Leighton  were  not,  even  in  the  judgement  of  our 
opponents,  necessarily  more  criminal  in  the  sight  of  God 
than  the  most  imperfect  of  those  whom  they  retain  in 
their  communion,  it  is  neither  just  in  itself,  nor  upon 
their  own  principles. 

If  we  consider  the  matter  in  another  light,  the  measure 
under  consideration  will  appear  equally  incapable  of 
vindication.  As  it  is  unquestionably  of  the  nature  of 
punishment,  so  the  infliction  of  every  species  of  punish 
ment  is  out  of  place,  which  has  no  tendency  to  reform 
the  offender,  or  to  benefit  others  by  his  example,  which 
are  its  only  legitimate  ends.  Whatever  is  beside  these 
purposes,  is  a  useless  waste  of  suffering,  equally  con 
demned  by  the  dictates  of  reason  and  religion.  The 
application  of  this  principle  to  the  case  before  us,  is  ex 
tremely  obvious. 

I  am  far  from  thinking  lightly  of  the  spiritual  power 
with  which  Christ  has  armed  his  church.  It  is  a  high 
and  mysterious  one,  which  has  no  parallel  on  earth. 
Nothing  in  the  order  of  means  is  equally  adapted  to 
awaken  compunction  in  the  guilty,  with  spiritual  censures 
impartially  administered.  The  sentence  of  excommuni 
cation,  in  particular,  harmonizing  with  the  dictates  of 
conscience,  and  re-echoed  by  her  voice,  is  truly  terrible  ; 
it  is  the  voice  of  God,  speaking  through  its  legitimate 
organ,  which  he  who  despises  or  neglects,  ranks  with 
"  heathen  men  and  publicans,"  joins  the  synagogue  of 
Satan,  and  takes  his  lot  with  an  unbelieving  world, 
doomed  to  perdition.  Excommunication  is  a  sword 
which  strong  in  its  apparent  weakness,  and  the  sharper 
and  more  efficacious  for  being  divested  of  all  sensible  and 
exterior  envelopements,  lights  immediately  on  the  spirit, 
and  inflicts  a  wound  which  no  balm  can  cure,  no  oint 
ment  can  mollify,  but  which  must  continue  to  ulcerate 
and  burn,  till  it  is  healed  by  the  blood  of  atonement, 
applied  by  penitence  and  prayer.  In  no  instance  is  that 
axiom  more  fully  verified,  "  The  weakness  of  God  is 
stronger  than  men,  and  the  foolishness  of  God  is  wiser 
than  men,"  than  in  the  discipline  of  his  church.  By  in 
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cumbering  it  with  foreign  aid,  they  have  robbed  it  of  its 
real  strength  ;  by  calling  in  the  aid  of  temporal  pains  and 
penalties,  they  have  removed  it  from  the  spirit  to  the 
flesh,  from  its  contact  with  eternity  to  unite  it  to  secular 
interests ;  and,  as  the  corruption  of  the  best  things  is  the 
worst,  have  rendered  it  the  scandal  and  reproach  of  our 
holy  religion. 

While  it  retains  its  character,  as  a  spiritual  ordinance, 
it  is   the   chief   bulwark   against   the  disorders  which 
threaten  to  overturn  religion,  the  very  nerve  of  virtue, 
and,  next  to  the  preaching  of  the  cross,  the  principal 
antidote  to  the  "  corruptions  that  are  in  the  world  through 
lust."     Discipline  in  a  church  occupies  the  place  of  laws 
in  a  state ;  and  as  a  kingdom,  however  excellent  its  con 
stitution,  will  inevitably  sink  into  a  state  of  extreme 
wretchedness,  in  which  laws  are  either  not  enacted,  or 
not   duly   administered;  so  a  church,  which  pays  no 
attention  to  discipline,  will  either  fall  into  confusion,  or 
into  a  state  so  much  worse,  that  little  or  nothing  will 
remain  worth  regulating.    The  right  of  inflicting  censures, 
and  of  proceeding  in  extreme  cases  to  excommunication, 
is  an  essential  branch  of  that  power  with  which  the 
church  is  endowed,  and  bears  the  same  relation  to  disci 
pline  that  the  administration  of  criminal  justice  bears  to 
the  general  principles  of  government.     When  this  right 
is  exerted  in  upholding  the  "  faith  once  delivered  to  the 
saints,"  or  enforcing  a  conscientious  regard  to  the  laws  of 
Christ,  it  maintains  its  proper  place,  and  is  highly  bene 
ficial.     Its  cognizance  of  doctrine  is  justified  by  apostolic 
authority ;  "  a  heretic,  after  two  or  three  admonitions, 
reject :"  nor  is  it  to  any  purpose  to  urge  the  difference 
betwixt  ancient  heretics  and  modern,  or  that  to  pretend 
to  distinguish  truth  from  error  is  a  practical  assumption 
of  infallibility.    While  the  truth  of  the  gospel  remains,  a 
fundamental  contradiction  to  it  is    possible ; — and  the 
difficulty  of  determining  what  is  so,  must  be  exactly 
proportioned  to  the  difficulty  of  ascertaining  the  import 
of  revelation,  which  he  who  affirms  to  be  insurmountable, 
ascribes  to  it  such  an  obscurity  as  must  defeat  its  primary 
purpose. 
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He  who  contends  that  no  agreement  in  doctrine  is 
essential  to  communion,  must,  if  he  understands  himself, 
either  mean  to  assert  that  Christianity  contains  no  funda 
mental  truths,  or  that  it  is  not  necessary  that  a  memher 
of  a  church  should  be  a  Christian.  The  first  of  these 
positions  sets  aside  the  necessity  of  faith  altogether ;  the 
last  is  a  contradiction  in  terms.  For  these  reasons,  it  is 
required  that  the  operation  of  discipline  should  extend  to 
speculative  errors,  no  less  than  to  practical  enormities. 
But  since  it  is  not  pretended  that  paBdobaptists  are 
heretics,  it  is  evident  that  they  are  not  subject  to  the 
cognizance  of  the  church,  under  that  character.  As  they 
differ  from  us  merely  in  the  interpretation  of  a  particular 
precept,  while  they  avow  the  same  deference  to  the 
legislator,  the  proper  antidote  to  their  error  is  calm,  dis 
passionate  argument,  not  the  exercise  of  power.  Let  us 
present  the  evidence  on  which  our  practice  is  grounded, 
to  the  greatest  advantage,  to  which  the  display  of  a  con 
ciliating  spirit  will  contribute  more  than  a  little :  but  to 
proceed  with  a  high  hand,  and  attempt  to  terminate  the 
dispute  by  authority,  involves  an  utter  misconception  of 
the  true  nature  and  object  of  discipline,  which  is  never 
to  decide  what  is  doubtful,  to  elucidate  what  is  obscure, 
but  to  promulgate  the  sentence  which  the  immutable 
laws  of  Christ  have  provided,  with  the  design,  in  the  first 
place,  of  exciting  compunction  in  the  breast  of  the 
offender,  and  next  of  profiting  others  by  his  example. 
The  solemn  decision  of  a  Christian  assembly,  that  an  in 
dividual  has  forfeited  his  right  to  spiritual  privileges,  and 
is  henceforth  consigned  to  the  kingdom  of  Satan,  is  an 
awful  proceeding,  only  inferior  in  terror  to  the  sentence 
of  the  last  day. 

But  what  is  it  which  renders  it  so  formidable  ?  It  is 
its  accordance  with  the  moral  nature  of  man,  its  harmony 
with  the  dictates  of  conscience,  which  gives  it  all  its 
force.  When,  on  the  contrary,  the  pious  inquirer  is 
satisfied  with  his  own  conduct,  viewing  it  with  approba 
tion  and  complacency;  when  he  is  fortified,  as  in  the 
present  instance,  by  the  example  of  a  great  majority  of 
the  Christian  world,  who  are  ready  to  receive  him  with 
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open  arms,  and  to  applaud  him  for  the  veiy  practice 
which  has  provoked  it,  how  vain  is  it  to  expect  that  his 
exclusion  from  a  particular  church  will  operate  a  change  ! 
When  he  learns,  too,  that  his  supposed  error  is  not  pre 
tended  to  be  fatal,  but  such  as  may  be  held  with  a  good 
conscience,  and  with  faith  unfeigned,  and  is  actually  held 
by  some  of  the  best  of  men,  it  is  easy  to  foresee  what 
sentiments  he  will  feel  towards  the  authors  of  such  a 
measure,  and  how  little  he  will  be  prepared  to  examine 
impartially  the  evidence  of  that  particular  opinion  which 
has  occasioned  it.  Such  a  proceeding,  not  having  the 
remotest  tendency  to  inform,  or  to  alarm  the  conscience, 
is  ineffectual  to  every  purpose  of  discipline ;  and  as  it 
professedly  comprises  nothing  of  the  nature  of  argument, 
no  light  can  be  derived  from  it,  towards  the  elucidation 
of  a  controverted  question.  It  interposes  by  authority, 
instead  of  reason,  where  authority  can  avail  nothing,  and 
reason  is  all  in  all :  and  while  it  is  contemptible  as  an 
instrument  employed  to  compel  unanimity,  its  power  of 
exciting  prejudice  and  disgust  is  unrivalled.  Such  are 
the  mischiefs  resulting  from  confounding  together  the 
provinces  of  discipline  and  of  argument ;  and  since  the 
practice  which  we  have  ventured  to  oppose,  if  it  have 
any  meaning,  is  intended  to  operate  as  a  punishment, 
without  answering  one  of  the  ends  for  which  it  is  inflicted, 
it  is  high  time  it  were  consigned  to  oblivion. 

There  is  another  consideration,  sufficiently  related  to 
the  part  of  the  subject  before  us  to  justify  my  introducing 
it  here,  as  I  would  wish  to  avoid  the  unnecessary  multi 
plication  of  divisions.  Whatever  criminality  attaches  to 
the  practice  of  free  communion,  must  entirely  consist  in 
sanctioning  the  improper  conduct  of  the  parties  with 
whom  we  unite ;  and  if  it  be  wrong  to  join  with  paedo- 
baptists  at  the  Lord's  table,  it  must  be  still  more  so  in 
them  to  celebrate  it.  When  an  action  allowed  in  itself 
to  be  innocent  or  commendable,  becomes  improper,  as 
performed  in  conjunction  with  another,  that  impropriety 
must  result  solely  from  the  moral  incompetence,  to  that 
action,  of  the  party  associated.  Thus  in  the  instance 
before  us,  it  must  be  assumed  that  prcdobaptists  are 
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morally  culpable  in  approaching  the  sacred  symbols,  or 
the  attempt  to  criminate  us  for  sanctioning  them  in  that 
practice  would  be  ridiculous.  As  it  is  allowed  that  every 
baptized  believer  not  only  may  partake,  but  ought  to 
partake,  of  that  spiritual  repast,  his  uniting  with  pasdo- 
baptists  on  that  occasion,  is  liable  to  objection  on  no  other 
ground  than  that  it  may  be  considered  as  intimating  his 
approbation  of  their  conduct  in  that  particular.  Upon 
the  principles  of  our  opponents,  their  approach  is  not  only 
sinful,  but  sinful  to  such  a  degree  as  to  communicate  a 
moral  taint  to  what,  in  other  circumstances,  would  be 
deemed  an  act  of  obedience.  Here  the  first  question  that 
arises  is, — Are  the  advocates  of  infant  baptism  criminal 
in  approaching  the  Lord's  table  ? 

Be  it  remembered,  that  our  controversy  with  them 
respects  the  ordinance  of  baptism  only,  which  we  suppose 
them  to  have  misconceived,  and  that  it  has  no  relation  to 
the  only  remaining  positive  institute.  Believing,  as  many 
of  them  unquestionably  do,  that  they  are  as  truly  bap 
tized  as  ourselves,  and  there  being  no  controversy  betwixt 
us  on  the  subject  of  the  eucharist,  it  is  impossible  for 
them,  even  on  the  principles  of  our  opponents,  to  enter 
tain  the  least  scruple  respecting  the  obligation  of  attend 
ing  to  that  ordinance.  Admitting  it  possible  for  them  to 
believe  what  they  uniformly  and  invariably  profess,  they 
cannot  fail  of  being  fully  convinced  that  it  is  their  duty 
to  communicate.  Under  these  circumstances  ought  they 
to  communicate,  or  ought  they  not  ?  If  we  answer  in 
the  negative,  we  must  affirm  that  men  ought  not  to  pursue 
that  course  which,  after  the  most  mature  deliberation, 
the  unhesitating  dictates  of  conscience  suggest ;  which 
would  go  to  obliterate  and  annul  the  only  immediate  rule 
of  human  action.  Nor  can  it  be  objected  with  truth, 
that  the  tendency  of  this  reasoning  is  to  destroy  the 
absolute  difference  betwixt  right  and  wrong,  by  referring 
all  to  conscience.  That,  apart  from  human  judgements, 
there  is  an  intrinsic  moral  difference  in  actions,  we  freely 
admit,  and  hence  results  the  previous  obligation  of  inform 
ing  the  mind,  by  a  diligent  attention  to  the  dictates  ot 
reason  and  religion,  and  of  delaying  to  act  till  we  have 
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sufficient  light ;  but  in  entire  consistence  with  this,  we 
affirm  that,  where  there  is  no  hesitation,  the  criterion  of 
immediate  duty  is  the  suggestion  of  conscience,  whatever 
guilt  may  have  been  previously  incurred,  by  the  neglect 
of  serious  and  impartial  inquiry.  That  this,  under  the 
modifications  already  specified,  is  the  only  criterion,  is 
sufficiently  evident  from  the  impossibility  of  conceiving 
any  other.  If  it  lead  (as  it  easily  may,  from  the  neglect 
of  the  previous  inquiry  already  mentioned)  to  a  deviation 
from  absolute  rectitude,  we  must  not  concur  in  the  action 
in  which  such  deviation  is  involved. 

To  apply  these  principles  to  the  case  before  us.  What 
ever  blame  we  may  be  disposed  to  attribute  to  the  abettors 
of  infant  baptism,  on  the  score  of  previous  inattention, 
or  prejudice;  as  there  is  nothing  in  their  principles  to 
cause  them  to  hesitate  respecting  the  obligation  of  the 
eucharist,  it  is  unquestionably  their  immediate  duty  to 
celebrate  it,  they  would  be  guilty  of  a  deliberate  and 
wilful  offence  were  they  to  neglect  it.  And  as  it  is 
their  duty  to  act  thus,  in  compliance  with  the  dictates  of 
conscience,  we  cannot  be  guilty  of  sanctioning  what  is 
evil  in  them,  by  the  approbation  implied  in  joint  partici 
pation.  As  far  as  they  are  concerned,  the  case  seems 
clear  ;  and  no  sanction  is  given  to  criminal  conduct.  It 
remains  to  be  considered  only  how  the  action  is  situated 
with  respect  to  ourselves ;  and  here  the  decision  is  still 
more  easy,  for  the  action  to  which  we  are  invited  is  not 
only  consistent  with  rectitude,  but  would  be  allowed  by 
all  parties  to  be  an  instance  of  obedience,  but  for  the  con 
currence  of  paadobaptists.  Thus  much  may  suffice  in 
answer  to  the  first  question,  respecting  the  supposed  cri 
minality  of  the  act  of  communion  as  performed  by  the 
advocates  of  infant  baptism :  a  criminality  which  must 
be  assumed  as  the  sole  basis  of  the  charges  adduced 
against  the  practice  we  are  defending. 

When  we  reflect  that  the  whole  of  our  opponents'  rea 
soning  turns  upon  the  disqualification  of  paedobaptists 
for  the  Lord's  supper,  it  is  surprising  that  we  rarely,  if 
ever,  find  them  contemplate  the  subject  in  that  light,  or 
advert  to  the  criminality  of  breaking  down  that  sacred 
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inclosure.  The  subordinate  agents  are  severely  censured, 
the  principal  offenders  scarcely  noticed ;  and  if  my  reader 
be  disposed  to  gratify  his  curiosity  by  making  a  collec 
tion  of  all  the  uncandid  strictures  which  have  been  passed 
upon  the  advocates  of  paedobaptism,  it  is  more  than  pro 
bable  the  charge  of  profaning  the  Lord's  supper  would 
not  be  found  among  the  number.  Yet  this  is  the  original 
sin ;  this  the  epidemic  evil,  as  widely  diffused  as  the 
existence  of  pasdobaptist  communities  :  and  if  it  be  of 
such  a  nature  as  to  attach  a  portion  of  guilt  to  whatever 
comes  into  contact  with  it,  it  must,  considering  its  exten 
sive  prevalence,  be  one  of  the  most  crying  enormities.  It 
is  an  evil  which  has  spread  much  wider  than  the  sacrifice 
of  the  mass ;  it  is  a  pollution  which  (with  the  exception 
of  one  sect  only)  attaches  to  all  flesh,  and  is  unblushingly 
avowed  by  the  professors  of  Christianity  in  every  part  of 
the  universe.  And,  what  is  most  surprising,  the  only 
persons  who  have  discovered  it,  instead  of  lifting  up  their 
voice,  maintain  a  profound  silence ;  and,  while  they  are 
sufficiently  liberal  in  their  censures  on  the  popular  error 
respecting  baptism,  are  not  heard  to  breathe  a  murmur 
against  this  erroneous  abuse.  In  truth  they  are  so  little 
impressed  with  it,  that  they  decline  urging  it,  even  where 
the  mention  of  it  would  seem  unavoidable.  When  they 
are  rebuking  us  for  joining  with  our  paadobaptist  brethren 
in  partaking  of  a  sacrament  for  which  they  are  supposed 
to  want  the  due  qualifications,  it  is  not  their  presump 
tion  in  approaching,  on  which  they  insist,  as  might  be 
reasonably  expected ;  on  that  subject  they  are  silent, 
while  they  vehemently  inveigh  against  the  imaginary 
countenance  we  afford  to  the  neglect  of  baptism.  Thus 
they  persist  in  construing  our  conduct,  not  into  an  ap 
proval  of  that  act  of  communion  in  which  we  are  engaged, 
but  into  a  tacit  admission  of  the  validity  of  infant  baptism, 
against  which  we  are  known  to  remonstrate.  In  short, 
they  are  disposed  to  attack  our  practice  in  any  point, 
rather  than  in  that  in  which,  if  we  are  wrong,  it  is  alone 
vulnerable,  that  of  its  being  an  expression  of  our  appro 
bation  of  pasdobaptists  celebrating  the  eucharist.  In  the 
same  spirit,  when  they  have  once  procured  the  exclusion 
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of  the  obnoxious  party  from  their  assemblies,  they  are 
completely  satisfied;  their  communion  elsewhere  gives 
them  no  concern,  though  it  must  be  allowed,  on  the  sup 
position  of  the  pretended  disqualification,  that  the  evil  re 
mains  in  its  full  force.  Nor  are  they  ever  known  to  remon 
strate  with  them  on  this  irregularity  during  its  continu 
ance  ;  nor,  should  they  afterwards  become  converts  to  our 
doctrine,  to  recall  it  to  their  attention,  with  a  view  to 
excite  compunction  and  remorse ;  so  that  this  is  perhaps 
the  only  sin  for  which  men  are  never  called  to  repentance, 
and  of  which  no  man  has  been  known  to  repent.  When 
our  Lord  dismissed  the  woman  taken  in  adultery,  though 
he  did  not  proceed  to  judge  her,  he  solemnly  charged 
her  to  sin  no  more  ;  the  advocates  for  strict  communion, 
when  they  dismiss  paedobaptists,  give  them  no  such 
charge ;  their  language  seems  to  be, — "  Go,  sin  by  your 
selves,  and  we  are  satisfied." 

The  inference  I  would  deduce  from  these  remarkable 
facts  is,  that  they  possess  an  internal  conviction  that  the 
class  of  Christians  whom  they  proscribe,  would  be  guilty 
of  a  great  impropriety  in  declining  to  communicate  in  the 
sacramental  elements ;  and  that  the  union  of  baptists 
with  them  in  that  solemnity,  so  far  from  being  liable  to 
the  imputation  of  "  partaking  in  other  men's  sins,"  is  not 
only  lawful,  but  commendable. 


SECTION  V. 

On  the  Impossibility  of  reducing  the  Practice  of  Strict 
Communion  to  any  general  Principle. 


a  particular  branch  of  conduct  is  so  circum 
stanced  as  to  be  incapable  of  being  deduced  from  some 
general  rule,  or  of  being  resolved  into  some  comprehen 
sive  principle,  founded  on  reason  or  revelation,  we  may 
be  perfectly  assured  it  is  not  obligatory.  "Whatever  is 
matter  of  duty,  is  a  part  of  some  rchole,  the  relation  of 
which  is  susceptible  of  proof,  either  by  the  express  deci- 
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sion  of  scripture,  or  by  general  reasoning ;  and  a  point 
of  practice  perfectly  insulated,  and  disjointed  from  the 
general  system  of  duties,  whatever  support  it  may  derive 
from  prejudice,  custom,  or  caprice,  can  never  be  satisfac 
torily  vindicated.  From  want  of  attention  to  this  axiom, 
both  the  world  and  the  church  have,  in  different  periods, 
been  overrun  with  innumerable  forms  of  superstition  and 
folly ;  to  which  the  only  effectual  antidote  is,  an  appeal 
to  principles.  Unless  I  am  much  mistaken,  the  question 
under  discussion  will  afford  a  striking  exemplification  of 
the  justness  of  this  remark.  If  it  be  found  impossible  to 
fix  a  medium  betwixt  the  toleration  of  all  opinions  in  re 
ligion,  and  the  restriction  of  it  to  errors  not  fundamental, 
the  practice  of  exclusive  communion  must  be  abandoned, 
because  it  is  neither  more  nor  less  than  an  attempt  to 
establish  such  a  medium.  By  errors  not  fundamental,  I 
mean  such  as  are  admitted  to  consist  with  a  state  of  grace 
and  salvation ;  such  as  are  not  supposed  to  prevent  their 
abettors  from  being  accepted  of  God.  With  such  as 
contend  for  the  indiscriminate  admission  of  all  doctrines 
on  the  one  hand,  or  with  the  abettors  of  rigid  uniformity, 
who  allow  no  latitude  of  sentiment  on  the  other,  we  have 
no  concern ;  since  we  concur  with  our  opponents  in  de 
precating  both  these  extremes ;  and  while  we  are  tena 
cious  of  the  "  truth  as  it  is  in  Jesus,"  we  both  admit  that 
some  indulgence  to  the  mistakes  and  imperfections  of  the 
truly  pious  is  due,  from  a  regard  to  the  dictates  of  inspi 
ration,  and  the  nature  of  man.  The  only  subject  of  con 
troversy  is,  how  far  that  forbearance  is  to  be  extended : 
we  assert,  to  every  diversity  of  judgement,  not  incompa 
tible  with  salvation;  they  contend  that  a  difference  of 
opinion  on  baptism  is  an  excepted  case.  If  the  word  of 
God  had  clearly  and  unequivocally  made  this  exception, 
we  should  feel  ourselves  bound  to  admit  it,  upon  the  same 
principle  on  which  we  maintain  the  infallible  certainty  of 
revelation  ;  but  when  we  press  for  this  decision,  and  re 
quest  to  be  directed  to  the  part  of  scripture  which  for 
ever  prohibits  unbaptized  persons  from  approaching  the 
sacrament,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  Jews  were  prohi 
bited  from  celebrating  the  passover,  who  had  not  sub- 
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mitted  to  circumcision,  we  meet  with  110  reply  but  pre 
carious  inferences  and  general  reasoning. 

However  plausible  their  mode  of  arguing  may  appear, 
the  impartial  reader  will  easily  perceive  it  fails  in  the 
main  point,  which  is,  to  establish  that  specific  difference 
betwixt  the  case  they  except  out  of  their  list  of  tolerated 
errors,  and  those  which  they  admit,  which  shall  justify 
this  opposite  treatment.  Thus,  when  they  ask  whether 
God  has  not  "  commanded  baptism ;  whether  it  is  not 
the  believer's  duty  to  be  found  in  it ;"  *  it  is  manifest 
that  the  same  reasons  might  be  urged  against  bearing 
with  any  imperfection  in  our  fellow-christian  whatever  ; 
for  which  of  these,  we  ask,  is  not  inconsistent  with  some 
command,  and  a  violation,  in  a  greater  or  less  degree,  of 
some  duty  ?  with  this  difference,  indeed,  that  many  of 
the  imperfections  which  Christian  churches  are  neces 
sitated  to  bear  with,  are  seated  in  the  will,  while  the 
case  before  us  involves  merely  an  unintentional  mistake, 
"  It  is  not  every  one,"  says  Mr.  Booth,  "  that  is  received 
of  Jesus  Christ,  who  is  entitled  to  communion  at  his 
table  ;  but  such,  and  only  such,  as  revere  his  authority, 
submit  to  his  ordinances,  and  obey  the  laws  of  his  house." 
This  is  the  most  formal  attempt  which  that  writer  has 
made  to  specify  the  difference  betwixt  the  case  of  the 
abettors  of  infant  baptism,  and  others ;  for  which  reason 
the  reader  will  excuse  my  directing  his  attention  to  it  for 
a  few  moments.  We  are  indebted  to  him,  in  the  first 
place,  for  a  new  discovery  in  theology.  We  should  not 
have  suspected,  but  for  his  assertion,  that  there  could  be 
a  description  of  persons  whom  Christ  has  received,  who 
neither  revere  his  authority,  submit  to  his  ordinances,  nor 
obey  his  laws.  How  Mr.  Booth  acquired  this  informa 
tion  we  know  not ;  but  certainly  in  our  Saviour's  time  it 
was  otherwise,  "  Then  are  ye  my  disciples,"  said  he, 
"  if  ye  do  whatsoever  I  have  commanded  you."  I  con 
gratulate  the  prudence  evinced  by  the  venerable  author, 
in  not  publishing  the  names  of  those  highly  privileged 
individuals,  who  have  proved  their  title  to  heaven  to  his 
satisfaction,  without  reverence,  submission,  or  obedience  ; 
*  Booth's  Apo'ogy,  p.  128. 
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wishing  his  example  had  been  imitated,  in  this  parti 
cular,  by  the  authors  of  the  wonderful  conversions  of 
malefactors,  many  of  whom,  I  fear,  belong  to  this  new 
sect. 

This  singular  description,  however,  I  scarcely  need  re 
mind  the  reader,  is  designed  to  characterize  baptists  in 
opposition  to  pasdobaptists  ;  and  were  it  not  the  produc 
tion  of  a  man  whom  I  highly  revere,  I  should  comment 
upon  it  with  the  severity  it  deserves.  Suffice  it  to  re 
mark,  that  to  mistake  the  meaning  of  a  statute  is  one 
thing,  not  to  reverence  the  legislator,  another ;  that  he 
cannot  submit  with  a  good  conscience  to  an  ordinance, 
who  is  not  apprised  of  its  existence ;  and  that  a  blind 
obedience,  even  to  divine  laws,  would  be  far  from  consti 
tuting  a  reasonable  service.  Every  conscientious  ad 
herent  to  infant  baptism  reveres  the  authority  of  Christ 
not  less  than  a  baptist,  and  is  distinguished  by  a  spirit  of 
submission  and  obedience  to  every  known  part  of  his  will  ; 
and  as  this  is  all  to  which  a  baptist  can  pretend,  and  far 
more  than  many  who,  without  scruple,  are  tolerated  in 
our  churches,  can  boast,  we  are  as  far  as  ever  from  ascer 
taining  the  specific  difference  betwixt  the  case  of  the 
psedobaptist,  and  other  instances  of  error  supposed  to  be 
entitled  to  indulgence.  In  spite  of  Mr.  Booth's  marvel 
lous  definition,  reverence,  submission,  and  obedience,  are 
such  essential  features  in  the  character  of  a  Christian, 
that  he  who  was  judged  to  be  destitute  of  them  in  their 
substance  and  reality  would  instantly  forfeit  that  char 
acter  ;  while  to  possess  them  in  perfection  is  among  the 
brightest  acquisitions  of  eternity.  It  should  be  remem 
bered,  too,  that  the  general  principles  of  morality  are  not 
less  the  la\vs  of  Christ  than  positive  rites,  and,  if  we 
credit  prophets  and  apostles,  much  to  be  preferred  in 
comparison ;  so  that  it  must  be  acknowledged  that  he 
who  is  deficient  in  attention  to  these,  while  he  is  more 
exemplary  in  discharging  the  former  than  a  baptized 
Christian,  (a  very  frequent  case,)  stands  higher  in  the 
scale  of  obedience.  :So  equivocal  is  the  line  of  separa 
tion  here  attempted. 

When  the  necessity  of  tolerating  imperfection  is  once 


TERMS   OF   COMMUNION.  £7 

admitted,  there  remains  no  point  at  which  it  can  consis 
tently  stop,  till  it  is  extended  to  every  gradation  of  error, 
the  habitual  maintenance  of  which  is  compatible  with  a 
state  of  salvation.  The  reason  is,  that  it  is  absolutely 
impossible  to  define  that  species  of  error  which  is  so 
situated  as  not  to  preclude  its  possessor  from  divine  ac 
ceptance,  although  it  forfeits  his  title  to  the  full  exercise 
of  Christian  charity.  The  baptists  who  contend  for  con 
fining  the  Lord's  supper  to  themselves,  imagine  they  have 
found  such  an  error  in  the  practice  of  initiating  infants 
into  the  Christian  church.  But  it  is  observable  that  they 
can  reduce  it  to  no  class,  nor  define  it  by  any  general 
idea  :  and  when  we  urge  them,  with  the  apostolic  injunc 
tion,  to  bear  with  each  other's  infirmities,  they  have  no 
thing  to  reply,  but  merely  that  St.  Paul  is  not  speaking 
of  baptism,  which  is  true,  because  one  thing  is  not  an 
other  ;  but  it  behoves  them  to  show  that  the  principle 
he  establishes  does  not  include  this  case,  and  here  they 
are  silent. 

If  we  impartially  examine  the  reasons  on  which  we 
rest  the  toleration  of  any  supposed  error,  we  shall  find 
they  invariably  coincide  with  the  idea  of  its  not  being 
fundamental.  If  it  be  alleged,  for  example,  that  the 
error  in  question  relates  to  a  subject  less  clearly  revealed 
than  some  others,  what  is  this  but  to  insinuate  the  ease 
with  which  an  honest  inquirer  may  mistake  respecting 
it  ?  If  the  little  practical  influence  it  is  likely  to  exert, 
is  alleged  as  a  plea  for  forbearance,  the  force  of  such  a 
remark  rests  entirely  on  the  assumption  of  an  indissolu 
ble  connexion  betwixt  a  state  of  salvation  and  a  certain 
character,  which  the  opinion  in  question  is  supposed  not 
to  destroy.  If  we  allege  the  example  of  eminently  pious 
men,  who  have  embraced  it,  we  infer  from  analogy  the 
actual  safety  of  the  person  by  whom  it  is  held ;  and,  in 
short,  it  is  impossible  to  construct  an  argument  for  the 
exercise  of  mutual  forbearance,  but  what  proceeds  upon 
this  principle  ;  a  principle  which  pervades  the  reasoning 
of  our  opponents  on  every  other  occasion,  except  this  of 
strict  communion,  which  they  make  an  insulated  case, 
capriciously  exempting  it  from  the  arbitration  of  all  the 
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general  niles  of  scripture,  as  well  as  from  the  maxims  to 
which,  in  all  other  instances,  they  are  attached. 

Reluctant  as  I  feel  to  trespass  on  the  patience  of  the 
reader,  by  unnecessarily  prolonging  the  discussion,  I  am 
anxious,  if  possible,  to  set  the  present  argument  in  a 
still  stronger  light.  I  observe,  therefore,  that  if  it  be 
contended  that  a  certain  opinion  is  so  obnoxious  as  to 
justify  the  exclusion  of  its  abettors  from  the  privilege  of 
Christian  fellowship,  it  must  be  either  on  account  of  its 
involving  a  contradiction  to  the  saving  truth  of  the  gospel, 
or  on  account  of  its  injurious  effects  on  the  character. 
As  those  of  our  brethren  to  whom  this  reasoning  is  ad 
dressed,  positively  disclaim  considering  infant  baptism  in 
the  former  light,  they  will  not  attempt  to  vindicate  the 
exclusion  of  paBdobaptists  on  that  ground.  In  vindica 
tion  of  such  a  measure,  they  must  allege  the  injurious 
effects  it  produces  on  the  character  of  its  abettors.  Here, 
however,  they  have  precluded  themselves  from  the  possi 
bility  of  urging  that  the  injury  sustained  is  fatal,  by  the 
previous  concession  that  it  does  not  involve  a  contradic 
tion  to  saving  truth.  Could  they,  without  cancelling 
that  concession,  Urge  the  fatal  nature  of  the  influence  in 
question,  they  would  present  an  object  to  the  mind  suffi 
ciently  precise  and  determinate  ;  an  object  which  may  be 
easily  conceived,  and  accurately  denned.  But,  as  things 
are  now  situated,  they  can,  at  most,  only  insist  on  such  a 
kind  and  degree  of  deteriorating  effect  as  is  consistent 
with  the  spiritual  safety  of  the  party  concerned ;  and  as 
they  are  among  the  first  to  contend  that  every  species  of 
error  is  productive  of  injurious  effects,  it  is  incumbent 
upon  them  to  point  out  some  consequences  worse  in  their 
kind,  or  more  aggravated  in  degree,  resulting  from  this 
particular  error,  than  what  may  be  fairly  ascribed  to  the 
worst  of  those  erroneous  or  defective  views,  which  they 
are  accustomed  to  tolerate.  These  injurious  conse 
quences  must  also  occupy  an  intermediate  place  between 
two  extremes  ;  they  must,  on  the  one  hand,  be  decidedly 
more  serious  than  can  be  supposed  to  result  from  the 
most  crude,  undigested,  or  discordant  views,  tolerated  in 
regular  baptist  churches,  yet  not  of  such  a  nature,  on  the 


TERMS   OF   COMMUNION.  99 

other,  as  to  involve  the  danger  of  eternal  perdition.  Let 
them  specify,  if  it  be  in  their  power,  that  ill  influence  on 
the  character  which  is  the  natural  consequence  of  the 
tenet  of  infant  sprinkling,  considered  per  se,  or  indepen 
dent  of  adventitious  circumstances,  and  the  operation  of 
accidental  causes,  which  justifies  a  treatment  of  its 
patrons,  so  different  from  what  is  given  to  the  abettors 
of  other  errors.  This  malignant  influence  must^  I  repeat 
it,  be  the  natural  or  necessary  product  of  the  practice  of 
predobaptism ;  because  the  simple  avowal  of  this  is 
deemed  sufficient  to  incur  the  forfeiture  of  church  pri 
vileges,  without  further  time  or  inquiry.  However  vehe 
mently  the  supporters  of  such  a  measure  may  declaim 
against  it,  or  however  triumphantly  expose  the  principles 
on  which  it  is  founded,  they  have  done  nothing  towards 
accomplishing  their  object — the  vindication  of  strict  com 
munion,  since  the  same  mode  of*  proceeding  might  be 
adopted  towards  any  other  misconception  or  erroneous 
opinion ;  and  if  it  may  be  forcibly  expelled,  as  soon  as  it 
is  confuted,  there  is  an  end  of  toleration.  Toleration  has 
no  place  but  in  the  presence  of  acknowledged  imperfec 
tion.  It  is  absolutely  necessary  for  them,  as  they  would 
vindicate  their  conduct  to  the  satisfaction  of  reasonable 
men,  to  prove  that  some  specific  deteriorating  effect  re 
sults  from  the  practice  of  infant  baptism,  distinct  from 
the  malignant  influence  of  error  in  general,  and  of  those 
imperfections,  in  particular,  which  are  not  inconsistent 
with  salvation. 

Though  the  opposition  betwixt  truth  and  error  is  equal 
in  all  cases,  and  the  former  always  susceptible  of  proof 
as  well  as  the  latter  of  confutation,  all  error  is  not  op 
posed  to  the  same  truth ;  and  hence  arises  a  distinction 
betwixt  such  erroneous  and  imperfect  views  of  religion 
as,  however  they  may,  in  their  remoter  consequences, 
impair,  do  not  contradict,  the  gospel  testimony,  and  such 
as  do.  "We  lay  this  distinction  as  the  basis  of  that  for 
bearance  towards  the  mistakes  and  imperfections  of  good 
men  for  which  we  plead  ;  and,  as  the  case  of  our  paedo- 
baptist  brethren  is  clearly  comprehended  within  that  dis 
tinction,  feel  no  scruple  in  admitting  them  to  Christian 
H2 
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fellowship.  "We  are  attached  to  that  distinction  because 
it  is  both  scriptural  and  intelligible ;  while  the  hypo 
thesis  of  the  strict  baptists,  as  they  style  themselves,  is 
so  replete  with  perplexity  and  confusion,  that,  for  my 
part,  I  absolutely  despair  of  comprehending  it.  It  pro 
ceeds  upon  the  supposition  of  a  certain  medium  between 
two  extremes,  which  they  have  not  even  attempted  to 
fix  :  and  as  the  necessary  consequence  of  this,  their  rea 
soning,  if  we  choose  to  term  it  such,  floats  and  undulates 
in  such  a  manner,  that  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  grasp 
it.  On  the  pernicious  influence  of  error  in  general  we 
entertain  no  doubt,  but  we  demand,  again  and  again,  to 
have  the  precise  injurious  effect  of  infant  sprinkling 
pointed  out  and  evinced,  which  is  more  to  be  deprecated 
than  the  probable  result  of  those  acknowledged  imper 
fections  to  wThich  they  extend  their  indulgence.  This 
must  surely  be  deemed  a  reasonable  requisition,  though 
it  is  one  with  which  they  have  not  hitherto  thought  fit 
to  comply. 

The  operation  of  speculative  error  on  the  mind  is  one 
of  the  profound  est  secrets  in  nature ;  and  to  determine 
the  precise  quantity  of  evil  resulting  from  it  in  any  given 
case,  (except  the  single  one  of  its  involving  a  denial  of 
fundamental  truth,)  transcends  the  capacity  of  human 
nature.  We  must,  in  order  to  form  a  correct  judgement, 
be  not  only  perfectly  acquainted  with  the  nature  and  ten 
dency  of  the  error  in  question,  but  also  with  the  portion 
of  attention  it  occupies,  as  well  as  the  degree  of  zeal  and 
attachment  with  which  it  is  embraced.  We  must  deter 
mine  the  force  of  the  counteracting  principles,  and  how 
far  it  bears  an  affinity  to  the  predominant  failings  of  him 
who  maintains  it ;  how  far  it  coalesces  with  the  weaker 
parts  of  his  moral  constitution.  These  particulars,  how 
ever,  it  is  next  to  impossible  to  explore,  when  the  inquiry 
respects  ourselves ;  how  much  more  to  establish  a  scale 
which  shall  mark,  by  just  gradations,  the  malignant  in 
fluence  of  erroneous  conceptions  on  others  !  On  the  sup 
position  of  a  formal  denial  of  saving,  essential,  truth,  we 
feel  no  difficulty ;  we  may  determine,  without  hesitation, 
on  the  testimony  of  God,  that  it  incurs  a  forfeiture  of 
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the  blessings  of  the  new  and  everlasting  covenant,  among 
which  the  communion  of  saints  holds  a  distinguished 
place.  But  such  a  supposition  is  foreign  to  the  present 
inquiry. 

Instead  of  losing  ourselves  in  a  lahyrinth  of  metaphy 
sical  subtleties,  our  only  safe  guide  is  an  appeal  to  facts  ; 
and  here  we  find,  from  experience,  that  the  sentiments 
of  the  paedobaptist  may  consist  with  the  highest  attain 
ments  of  piety  exhibited  in  modern  times ;  with  the 
most  varied  and  elevated  forms  of  moral  grandeur,  with 
out  impairing  the  zeal  of  missionaries,  without  impeding 
the  march  of  confessors  to  their  prisons,  or  of  martyrs  to 
the  flames.  "We  are  willing  to  acknowledge  these  tenets 
have  produced  much  mischief  in  communities  and  na 
tions,  who  have  confounded  baptism  with  regeneration  ; 
but  the  mere  belief  of  the  title  of  infants  to  that  ordi 
nance,  is  a  misconception  respecting  a  positive  institute, 
much  less  injurious  than  if  it  affected  the  vital  parts  of 
Christianity.  But,  be  it  what  it  may,  we  contend  that  it 
is  impossible,  without  a  total  disregard  of  truth  and  de 
cency,  to  assert,  that  it  is  intrinsically  and  essentially 
more  pernicious  in  its  effects  than  the  numerous  errors 
and  imperfections  which  the  advocates  of  strict  commu 
nion  feel  no  scruple  in  tolerating  in  the  best  organized 
churches.  It  is  but  justice  to  add,  that  few  or  none  have 
attempted  to  prove  that  it  is  so  ;  but  have  satisfied  them 
selves  with  a  certain  vague  and  loose  declamation,  better 
adapted  to  inflame  prejudice,  than  to  produce  light  or 
conviction. 

In  the  government  of  the  church,  there  is  a  choice  of 
three  modes  of  procedure,  each  consistent  with  itself, 
though  not  equally  compatible  with  the  dictates  of  rea 
son  or  scripture.  "VYe  may  either  open  the  doors  to 
persons  of  all  sentiments  and  persuasions  who  maintain 
the  messiahship  of  Christ ;  or  insist  upon  an  absolute 
uniformity  of  belief;  or  limit  the  necessity  of  agreement 
to  articles  deemed  fundamental,  leaving  subordinate 
points  to  the  exercise  of  private  judgement.  The  strict 
baptists  have  feigned  to  themselves  a  fourth,  of  which  it 
is  not  less  difficult  to  form  a  clear  and  consistent  concep- 
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tion,  than  of  a  fourth  dimension.  They  have  pursued 
the  clew  by  which  other  inquirers  have  been  conducted, 
till  they  arrived  at  a  certain  point,  when  they  refused  to 
proceed  a  step  farther,  without  being  able  to  assign  a 
single  reason  for  stopping,  which  would  not  equally 
prove  they  had  already  proceeded  too  far.  They  have 
attempted  an  incongruous  mixture  of  liberal  principles 
with  a  particular  act  of  intolerance  ;  and  these,  like  the 
iron  and  clay  in  the  feet  of  Nebuchadnezzar's  image, 
will  not  mix.  Hence  all  that  want  of  coherence  and 
system  in  their  mode  of  reasoning,  which  might  be  ex 
pected  in  a  defence  not  of  a  theory,  so  properly,  as  of  a 
capricious  sally  of  prejudice. 

Before  I  close  this  part  of  the  subject,  I  must  just 
remark  the  sensible  chagrin  which  the  venerable  Booth 
betrays  at  our  insisting  on  the  distinction  betwixt  fun 
damentals  and  non-fundamentals  in  religion,  and  the 
singular  manner  in  which  he  attempts  to  evade  its  force. 
After  observing  that  we  are  wont,  in  defence  of  our 
practice,  to  plead  that  the  points  at  issue  are  not  funda 
mental — "  Not  fundamental !"  he  indignantly  exclaims, 
"  not  essential !  But  in  what  sense  is  submission  to  bap 
tism  not  essential  ?  To  our  justifying  righteousness,  our 
acceptance  with  God,  or  our  interest  in  his  favour  ?  So 
is  the  Lord's  supper,  and  so  is  every  part  of  our  obedience. 
They  (the  friends  of  open  communion)  will  readily  allow 
that  an  interest  in  the  divine  favour  is  not  obtained  by 
miserable  sinners,  but  granted  by  the  eternal  Sovereign  : 
and  that  acceptance  with  the  High  and  Holy  God  is  not 
on  conditions  performed  by  us,  but  in  consideration  of 
the  vicarious  obedience,  and  propitiatory  sufferings  of 
the  great  Emanuel." 

"  To  the  pure,  all  things  are  pure."  In  the  mind  of 
Mr.  Booth,  nothing  was  associated  with  this  language,  I 
am  persuaded,  but  impressions  of  piety  and  devotion  : 
though  its  unguarded  texture  and  ambiguous  tendency 
are  too  manifest.  For  my  own  part,  I  am  at  a  loss  to 
put  any  other  construction  upon  it  than  this ;  either  that 
faith  and  repentance  are  in  no  respect  conditions  of  sal 
vation,  or  that  adult  baptism  is  of  equal  necessity  and 


TERMS   OP   COMMUNION.  103 

importance.  "When  it  is  asked — What  is  essential  to 
salvation  ?  the  gospel  constitution  is  presupposed,  the 
great  facts  in  Christianity  assumed ;  and  the  true  import 
of  the  inquiry  is — What  is  essential  to  a  personal  inte 
rest  in  the  blessings  secured  by  the  former,  in  the  felicity 
of  which  the  latter  are  the  basis  ?  in  which  light,  to 
reply — The  atonement  and  righteousness  of  Christ,  is 
egregious  trifling,  because  being  things  out  of  ourselves, 
though  the  only  preliminary  basis  of  human  hope,  it  is 
absurd  to  confound  them  with  the  characteristic  differ 
ence  betwixt  such  as  are  saved,  and  such  as  perish. 
When,  in  like  manner,  an  inquiry  arises — What  is  fun 
damental  in  religion  ?  as  we  must  be  supposed  by  reli 
gion  to  intend  a  system  of  doctrines  to  be  believed,  and 
of  duties  to  be  performed,  to  direct  us  to  the  vicarious 
obedience  of  Christ,  not  as  a  necessary  object  of  belief, 
but  as  a  transaction  absolute  and  complete  in  itself,  and 
to  pass  over  in  silence  the  inherent  distinction  of  charac 
ter,  the  faith  with  its  renovating  influence  to  which  the 
promise  of  life  is  attached,  is,  to  speak  in  the  mildest 
terms,  to  reply  in  a  manner  quite  irrelevant ;  and  when 
to  this  is  joined,  even  by  implication,  a  denial  of  the 
existence  of  such  a  distinction,  we  are  conducted  to  the 
brink  of  a  precipice.  The  denial  of  this  is  the  very 
core  of  antinomianism,  to  which  it  is  painful  to  see  so 
able  a  writer,  and  so  excellent  a  man  as  Mr.  Booth, 
make  the  slightest  approach.  We  would  seriously  ask 
whether  it  be  intended  to  deny  that  the  belief  of  any 
doctrines,  or  the  infusion  of  any  principles  or  dispositions 
whatever,  is  essential  to  future  happiness  ;  if  this  be  in 
tended,  it  supersedes  the  use  and  necessity  of  every 
branch  of  internal  religion.  If  it  is  not,  we  ask,  Are 
correct  views  on  the  subject  of  baptism  to  be  classed 
among  those  doctrines  ? 

Had  we  been  contending  for  an  indulgence  towards 
such  as  are  convinced  of  the  obligation  of  believers'  bap 
tism,  but  refuse  to  act  up  to  their  convictions,  and  shrink 
from  the  cross,  some  parts  of  the  expostulation  we  have 
quoted  might  be  considered  as  pertinent ;  but  to  attempt 
to  explain  away  a  distinction,  the  most  important  in  the- 
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ology,  the  only  centre  of  harmony,  the  only  basis  of  peace 
and  concord,  and  the  grand  bulwark  opposed  to  the  so 
phistry  of  the  church  of  Rome,  is  a  humiliating  instance 
of  the  temerity  and  imprudence  incident  to  the  best  of 
men.  The  Jesuit  Twiss,  in  that  controversy  with  the 
protestants  which  gave  occasion  to  the  inimitable  defence 
of  their  principles  by  the  immortal  Chillingworth,  be 
trayed  the  same  impatience  with  our  author  at  this  dis 
tinction,  though  in  perfect  consistence  with  the  doctrines 
of  a  church  which  pretends,  by  an  appeal  to  an  infallible 
tribunal,  to  decide  every  controversy,  and  to  preclude 
every  doubt. 

Nothing  but  an  absolute  despair  of  giving  a  satisfac 
tory  reply  to  the  arguments  drawn  from  this  quarter, 
could  have  tempted  Mr.  Booth  to  quarrel  with  a  dis 
tinction  so  justly  dear  to  all  protestants;  and  it  is  no 
small  presumption  of  the  justness  of  our  sentiments, 
that  the  attempt  to  refute  them  is  found  to  require 
that  subversion  of  the  most  received  axioms  in  the 
ology,  together  with  the  strange  paradox,  that  while 
much  more  than  we  suppose  is  necessary  to  commu 
nion,  nothing  is  essential  to  salvation.  In  considera 
tion,  however,  of  the  embarrassment  of  our  opponents, 
we  feel  it  easy  to  overlook  the  effusions  of  their  dis 
content;  but  as  it  is  not  usual  to  consult  the  enemy 
on  the  choice  of  weapons,  we  shall  continue  to  em 
ploy  such  as  we  find  most  efficacious,  though  they  may 
not  be  the  most  pleasant  to  the  touch. 


SECTION  VI. 
The  Impolicy  of  the  Practice  of  Strict  Communion  con- 


In  the  affairs  of  religion  and  morality,  where  a  divine 
authority  is  interposed,  the  first  and  chief  attention  is 
due  to  its  dictates,  which  we  are  not  permitted  to  violate 
in  the  least  instance,  though  we  proposed,  by  such  viola 
tion,  to  promote  the  interests  of  religion  itself.  She 
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scorns  to  be  indebted,  even  for  conquest,  to  a  foreign 
force :  u  the  weapons  of  her  warfare  are  not  carnal." 
We  have,  on  this  account,  carefully  abstained  from 
urging  the  imprudence  of  the  measure  we  have  ventured 
to  propose,  from  an  apprehension  that  we  might  be  sus- 

rted  of  attempting  to  bias  the  suffrage  of  our  readers, 
considerations  and  motives  disproportioned  to  the 
majesty  of  revealed  truth.  But  having,  as  I  trust,  suf 
ficiently  shown  that  the  practice  of  strict  communion 
derives  no  support  from  that  quarter,  the  way  is  open 
for  the  introduction  of  a  few  remarks  on  the  natural  ten 
dency  and  effect  of  the  two  opposite  systems.  I  would 
just  premise  that  I  hope  no  offence  will  be  given  to 
paedobaptists,  by  denominating  their  sentiments  on  the 
subject  of  baptism  erroneous,  as  though  it  were  expected 
that  our  assertion  should  be  accepted  for  proof.  It  is  de 
signed  as  a  simple  statement  of  my  opinion,  and  is  assumed 
as  the  basis  of  my  reasoning  with  my  stricter  brethren. 

Truth  and  error,  as  they  are  essentially  opposite  in 
their  nature,  so  the  causes  to  which  they  are  indebted 
for  their  perpetuity  and  triumph  are  not  less  so.  What 
ever  retards  a  spirit  of  inquiry,  is  favourable  to  error ; 
whatever  promotes  it,  to  truth.  But  nothing,  it  will  be 
acknowledged,  has  a  greater  tendency  to  obstruct  the 
exercise  of  free  inquiry,  than  the  spirit  and  feeling  of  a 
party.  Let  a  doctrine,  however  erroneous,  become  a 
party  distinction,  and  it  is  at  once  intrenched  in  interests 
and  attachments  which  make  it  extremely  difficult  for 
the  most  powerful  artillery  of  reason  to  dislodge  it.  It 
becomes  a  point  of  honour  in  the  leaders  of  such  parties, 
which  is  from  thence  communicated  to  their  followers,  to 
defend  and  support  their  respective  peculiarities  to  the 
last ;  and,  as  a  natural  consequence,  to  shut  their  ears 
against  all  the  pleas  and  remonstrances  by  which  they 
are  assailed.  Even  the  wisest  and  best  of  men  are  sel 
dom  aware  how  much  they  are  susceptible  of  this  sort 
of  influence ;  and  while  the  offer  of  a  world  would  be 
insufficient  to  engage  them  to  recant  a  known  truth,  or 
to  subscribe  an  acknowledged  error,  they  are  often  re 
tained  in  a  willing  captivity  to  prejudices  and  opinions 
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which  have  no  other  support,  and  which,  if  they  could 
lose  sight  of  party  feelings,  they  would  almost  instantly 
abandon.  To  what  other  cause  can  we  ascribe  the  at 
tachment  of  Fenelon  and  of  Pascal,  men  of  exalted 
genius  and  undoubted  piety,  to  the  doctrine  of  transub- 
stantiation,  and  other  innumerable  absurdities  of  the 
church  of  Rome  ?  It  is  this  alone  which  has  ensured  a 
sort  of  immortality  to  those  hideous  productions  of  the 
human  mind,  the  shapeless  abortions  of  night  and  dark 
ness,  which  reason,  left  to  itself,  would  have  crushed  in 
the  moment  of  their  birth. 

It  is  observable  that  scientific  truths  make  their  way 
in  the  world  with  much  more  ease  and  rapidity  than  reli 
gious.  No  sooner  is  a  philosophical  opinion  promul 
gated,  than  it  undergoes  at  first  a  severe  and  rigorous 
scrutiny ;  and  if  it  is  found  to  coincide  with  the  results 
of  experiment,  it  is  speedily  adopted,  and  quietly  takes 
its  place  among  the  improvements  of  the  age.  Every 
acquisition  of  this  kind  is  considered  as  a  common  pro 
perty;  as  an  accession  to  the  general  stores  of  mental 
opulence.  Thus  the  knowledge  of  nature,  the  further  it 
advances  from  its  head,  not  only  enlarges  its  channel, 
by  the  accession  of  tributary  streams,  but  gradually  puri 
fies  itself  from  the  mixture  of  error.  If  we  search  for 
the  reason  of  the  facility  with  which  scientific  improve 
ments  established  themselves  in  preference  to  religious, 
we  shall  find  it  in  the  absence  of  combination,  in  there 
being  no  class  of  men  closely  united  who  have  an  inte 
rest,  real  or  imaginary,  in  obstructing  their  progress. 
We  hear,  it  is  true,  of  parties  in  the  republic  of  letters  ; 
hut  if  such  language  is  not  to  be  considered  as  entirely 
allusive  and  metaphorical,  the  ties  which  unite  them  are 
so  slight  and  feeble,  compared  to  those  which  attach  to 
religious  societies,  as  scarcely  to  deserve  the  name.  The 
spirit  of  party  was  much  more  sensibly  felt  in  the  ancient 
schools  of  philosophy  than  in  the  modern,  on  account  of 
philosophical  inquiries  embracing  a  class  of  subjects 
which  are  now  considered  as  no  longer  belonging  to  its 
province.  Before  revelation  appeared,  whatever  is  most 
deeply  interesting  in  the  contemplation  of  God,  of  man, 
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or  of  a  future  state,  fell  under  the  cognizance  of  philoso 
phy  ;  and  hence  it  was  cultivated  with  no  inconsiderable 
portion  of  that  moral  sensibility,  that  solicitude  and  alter 
nation  of  hope  and  fear,  respecting  an  invisible  state, 
which  are  now  absorbed  by  the  gospel.  From  that  time 
the  departments  of  theology  and  philosophy  have  become 
totally  distinct,  and  the  genius  of  the  former  free  and 
unfettered. 

In  religious  inquiries,  few  feel  themselves  at  liberty  to 
follow  without  restraint,  the  light  of  evidence,  and  the 
guidance  of  truth,  in  consequence  of  some  previous  en 
gagement  with  a  party ;  and,  though  the  attachment  to 
it  might  originally  be  purely  voluntary,  and  still  continues 
such,  the  natural  love  of  consistency,  the  fear  of  shame, 
together  with  other  motives  sufficiently  obvious,  power- 
fuliv  contribute  to  perpetuate  and  confirm  it.  When  an 
attachment  to  the  fundamental  truths  of  religion  is  the 
basis  of  the  alliance,  the  steadiness,  constancy,  and  per 
severance  it  produces,  are  of  the  utmost  advantage ;  and 
hence  we  admire  the  wisdom  of  Christ  in  employing  and 
consecrating  the  social  nature  of  man  in  the  formation  of 
a  church.  It  is  utterly  impossible  to  calculate  the  bene 
fits  of  the  publicity  and  support  which  Christianity  derives 
from  that  source ;  nor  will  it  be  doubted  that  the  intre 
pidity  evinced  in  confessing  the  most  obnoxious  truths, 
and  enduring  all  the  indignities  and  sufferings  which  re 
sult  from  their  promulgation,  is,  in  a  great  measure,  to  be 
ascribed  to  the  same  cause.  The  concentration  of  the 
wills  and  efforts  of  Christians  rendered  the  church  a 
powerful  antagonist  to  the  world.  But  when  the  Chris 
tian  profession  became  split  and  divided  into  separate 
communities,  each  of  which  along  with  certain  funda 
mental  truths,  retained  a  portion  of  error,  its  reformation 
became  difficult  just  in  proportion  to  the  strength  of  these 
combinations.  Religious  parties  imply  a  tacit  compact 
not  merely  to  sustain  the  fundamental  truths  of  revela 
tion,  (which  was  the  original  design  of  the  constitution 
of  a  church,)  but  also  to  uphold  the  incidental  peculiari 
ties  by  which  they  are  distinguished.  They  are  so  many 
ramparts  or  fortifications,  erected  in  order  to  give  a  secu- 
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rity  and  support  to  certain  systems  of  doctrine  and  disci 
pline,  beyond  what  they  derive  from  their  native  force 
and  evidence. 

The  difficulty  of  reforming  the  corruptions  of  Chris 
tianity  is  great,  in  a  state  of  things  where  the  fear  of 
being  eclipsed,  and  the  anxiety  in  each  denomination  to 
extend  itself  as  much  as  possible,  engage,  in  spite  of  the 
personal  piety  of  its  members,  all  the  solicitude  and 
ardour  which  are  not  immediately  devoted  to  the  most 
essential  truths ;  where  correct  conceptions  on  subordi 
nate  subjects  are  scarcely  aimed  at,  but  the  particular 
views  which  the  party  has  adopted,  are  either  objects  of 
indolent  acquiescence,  or  zealous  attachment.  In  such  a 
state,  opinions  are  no  otherwise  regarded,  than  as  they 
affect  the  interest  of  a  party ;  whatever  conduces  to  aug 
ment  its  members,  or  its  credit,  must  be  supported  at  all 
events ;  whatever  is  of  a  contrary  tendency,  discoun 
tenanced  and  suppressed.  How  often  do  we  find  much 
zeal  expended  in  the  defence  of  sentiments,  recommended 
neither  by  their  evidence  nor  their  importance,  which, 
could  their  incorporation  with  an  established  creed  be 
forgotten,  would  be  quietly  consigned  to  oblivion.  Thus 
the  waters  of  life,  instead  of  that  unobstructed  circulation 
which  would  diffuse  health,  fertility,  and  beauty,  are  di 
verted  from  their  channels,  and  drawn  into  pools  and 
reservoirs,  where,  from  their  stagnant  state,  they  acquire 
feculence  and  pollution. 

The  inference  we  would  deduce  from  these  facts  is, 
that  if  we  wish  to  revive  an  exploded  truth,  or  to  restore 
an  obsolete  practice,  it  is  of  the  greatest  moment  to  pre 
sent  it  to  the  public  in  a  manner  least  likely  to  produce 
the  collision  of  party.  But  this  may  appear  equivalent 
to  saying,  in  other  words,  that  it  ought  not  to  be  made 
the  basis  of  a  sect ;  for  the  prejudices  of  party  are  always 
reciprocal,  and  in  no  instance  is  that  great  law  of  motion 
more  applicable,  that  "  re-action  is  always  equal  to 
action,  and  contrary  thereto."  While  it  is  maintained 
as  a  private  opinion,  by  which  I  mean  one  not  charac 
teristic  of  a  sect,  it  stands  upon  its  proper  merits,  mingles 
with  facility  in  different  societies,  and  in  proportion  to 
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its  evidence,  and  the  attention  it  excites,  insinuates  itself 
like  leaven,  till  the  whole  is  leavened. 

Such,  it  should  seem,  was  the  conduct  of  the  baptists 
before  the  time  of  Luther.  It  appears,  from  the  testi 
mony  of  ecclesiastical  historians,  that  their  sentiments 
prevailed  to  a  considerable  extent  among  the  Waldenses 
and  Albigenses,  the  precursors  of  the  Reformation,  to 
whom  the  crime  of  anabaptism  is  frequently  ascribed 
amongst  other  heresies :  it  is  probable,  however,  that  it 
did  not  prevail  universally;  nor  is  there  the  smallest 
trace  to  be  discovered  of  its  being  made  a  term  of  com 
munion.  When  the  same  opinions  on  this  subject  were 
publicly  revived  in  the  sixteenth  century,  under  the 
most  unfavourable  auspices,  and  allied  with  turbulence, 
anarchy,  and  blood,  no  wonder  they  met  with  an  unwel 
come  reception,  and  that,  contemplated  through  such  a 
medium,  they  incurred  the  reprobation  of  the  wise  and 
good.  Whether  the  English  baptists  held  at  first  any 
part  of  the  wild  and  seditious  sentiments  of  the  German 
fanatics,  it  is  difficult  to  say:  supposing  they  did,  (of 
which  I  am  not  aware  there  is  the  smallest  evidence,)  it 
is  certain  they  soon  abandoned  them,  and  adopted  the 
same  system  of  religion  with  other  nonconformists,  ex 
cept  on  the  article  of  baptism.  But  it  is  much  to  be 
lamented  that  they  continued  to  insist  on  that  article  as 
a  term  of  communion,  by  which  they  excited  the  resent 
ment  of  other  denominations,  and  facilitated  the  means  of 
confounding  them  with  the  German  anabaptists,  with 
whom  they  possessed  nothing  in  common  besides  an 
opinion  on  one  particular  rite.  One  feature  of  resem 
blance,  however,  joined  to  an  identity  of  name,  was  suf 
ficient  to  surmount,  in  the  public  feeling,  the  impression  of 
all  the  points  of  discrepancy  or  of  contrast,  and  to  sub 
ject  them  to  a  portion  of  the  infamy  attached  to  the  fero 
cious  insurgents  of  Munster.  From  that  period,  the 
success  of  the  baptist  sentiments  became  identified  with 
the  growth  of  a  sect,  which,  rising  under  the  most  un 
favourable  auspices,  was  entirely  destitute  of  the  resources 
of  worldly  influence,  and  the  means  of  popular  attrac 
tion  ;  and  an  opinion  which,  by  its  native  simplicity  and 
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evidence,  is  entitled  to  command  the  suffrages  of  the 
world,  was  pent  up  and  confined  within  the  narrow  pre 
cincts  of  a  party,  where  it  laboured  under  an  insupport 
able  weight  of  prejudice.  It  was  seldom  examined  by 
an  impartial  appeal  to  the  sacred  oracles,  or  regarded  in 
any  other  light  than  as  the  whimsical  appendage  of  a 
sect,  who  disgraced  themselves  at  the  outset  by  the  most 
criminal  excesses,  and  were  at  no  subsequent  period  suf 
ficiently  distinguished  by  talents  or  numbers  to  command 
general  attention. 

Nothing  is  more  common  than  for  zeal  to  overshoot  its 
mark.  If  a  determined  enemy  of  the  baptists  had  been 
consulted  on  the  most  effectual  method  of  rendering  their 
principles  unpopular,  there  is  little  doubt  but  that  he 
would  have  recommended  the  very  measures  we  have 
pursued :  the  first  and  most  obvious  effect  of  which  has 
been  to  generate  an  inconceivable  mass  of  prejudice  in 
other  denominations.  To  proclaim  to  the  world  our  de 
termination  to  treat  "  as  heathen  men  and  publicans," 
all  who  are  not  immediately  prepared  to  concur  with  our 
views  of  baptism,  what  is  it  less  than  the  language  of 
hostility  and  defiance ;  admirably  adapted  to  discredit 
the  party  which  exhibits,  and  the  principles  which  have 
occasioned  such  a  conduct  ?  Bv  thus  investing  these 
principles  with  an  importance  which  does  not  belong  to 
them,  by  making  them  co-extensive  with  the  existence 
of  a  church,  they  have  indisposed  men  to  listen  to  the 
evidence  by  which  they  are  supported ;  and  attempting 
to  establish  by  authority  the  unanimity  which  should  be 
the  fruit  of  conviction,  have  deprived  themselves  of  the 
most  effectual  means  of  producing  it.  To  say  that  such 
a  mode  of  proceeding  is  not  adapted  to  convince,  that  re 
fusing  paedobaptists  the  right  of  communion  has  no  ten 
dency  to  produce  a  change  of  views,  is  to  employ 
most  inadequate  language  :  it  has  a  powerful  tendency 
to  the  contrary ;  it  can  scarcely  fail  to  produce  impres 
sions  most  unfavourable  to  the  system  with  which  it  is 
connected,  impressions  which  the  gentlest  minds  find  it 
difficult  to  distinguish  from  the  effects  of  insult  and  de 
gradation. 
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It  is  not,  however,  merely  by  this  sort  of  re-action,  that 
prejudice  is  excited  unfavourable  to  the  extension  of  our 
principles ;  but  by  the  instinctive  feelings  of  self-defence. 
Upon  the  system  of  strict  communion,  the  moment  a 
member  of  a  paedobaptist  church  becomes  convinced  of 
the  invalidity  of  his  infant  baptism,  he  must  deem  it 
obligatory  upon  him  to  relinquish  his  station,  and  dissolve 
his  connexion  with  the  church ;  and  as  superiority  of 
ministerial  talents  and  character  is  a  mere  matter  of  prefe 
rence,  but  duty  a  matter  of  necessity,  he  must  at  all  events 
connect  himself  with  a  baptist  congregation,  whatever 
sacrifice  it  may  cost  him,  whatever  loss  he  may  incur. 
Though  his  pastor  should  possess  the  profundity  and 
unction  of  an  Edwards,  or  the  eloquence  of  a  Spencer, 
he  must  quit  him  for  the  most  superficial  declaimer, 
rather  than  be  guilty  of  spiritual  fornication.     How  is 
it  possible  for  principles  fraught  with  such  a  corollary, 
not  to  be  contemplated  with  anxiety  by  our  pasdobap- 
tist  brethren,   who,   however  they   might   be   disposed 
to  exercise  candour  towards  our  sentiments,  considered 
in  themselves,  cannot  fail   to   perceive   the   most   dis 
organizing   tendency  in    this   their    usual    appendage. 
Viewed  in  such  a  connexion,  their  prevalence  is  a  blow 
at   the   very  root   of  pasdobaptist  societies,  since,  the 
moment  we  succeed  in  making  a  convert,  we  disqualify 
him  for  continuing  a  member.     We  deposit  a  seed  of 
alienation  and  discord,  which  threatens  then:  dissolution, 
so  that  we  need  not  be  surprised  if  other  denominations 
should  be  tempted  to  compare  us  to  the  Euphratean 
horsemen   in  the   Apocalypse,   who    are   described    as 
"  having  tails  like  scorpions,  and  with  them  they  did  hurt. ' 
To   these  causes  we  must  undoubtedly  impute  the 
superior  degree  of  prejudice  displayed  by  that  class  of 
christians,  to  whom  we  make  the  nearest  approach,  com 
pared  to  such  as  are  separated  from  us  by  a  wider  inter 
val.     A  disposition  to  fair  and  liberal  concession  on  the 
points  at  issue,  is  almost  confined  to  the  members  of  the 
established   churches ;   and  while  the   most  celebrated 
episcopal  divines,  both  popish  and  protestant,  as  well  as 
the  Scotch  church,  feel  no  hesitation  in  acknowledging 
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the  import  of  the  word  baptize  is  to  immerse,  that  such 
was  the  primitive  mode  of  baptism,  and  that  the  right  of 
infants  to  that  ordinance  is  rather  to  be  sustained  on  the 
ground  of  ancient  usage  than  the  authority  of  scripture, 
our  dissenting  brethren  are  displeased  with  these  conces 
sions,  deny  there  is  any  proof  that  immersion  was  ever 
used  in  primitive  times,  and  speak  of  the  extension  of 
baptism  to  infants  with  as  much  confidence  as  though  it 
were  amongst  the  plainest  and  most  undeniable  dictates 
of  revelation.* 

To  such  a  height  has  this  animosity  been  carried,  that 
there  are  not  wanting  persons  who  seem  anxious  to  revive 
the  recollection  of  Munster,  and  by  republishing  the 
narrative  of  the  enormities  perpetrated  there,  under  the 

*  Campbell,  speaking  of  the  authors  of  the  vulgar  version,  observes, — 
"  Some  words  they  have  transferred  from  the  original  into  their  lan 
guage  ;  others  they  have  translated.  But  it  would  not  be  always 
easy  to  find  their  reason  for  making  this  difference.  Thus  the  word 
TTtpirour)  they  have  translated  circumcisio,  which  exactly  corresponds 
in  etymology)  but  the  word  flcnrTiafjia  they  have  retained,  changing 
only  the  letters  from  Greek  to  Roman.  Yet  the  latter  was  just  as  sus 
ceptible  of  a  literal  version  into  Latin  as  the  former.  Immersio,  tinctio, 
answers  as  exactly  in  one  case,  as  circumcisio  does  in  the  other."  A 
little  after  he  observes, — "  I  should  think  the  word  immersion  (which 
though  of  Latin  origin,  is  an  English  noun,  regularly  formed  from  the 
word  to  immerse]  a  better  English  name  than  baptism,  were  we  now 
atliberty  to  make  a  choice  :  but  we  are  not." — Preliminary  Disserta 
tions  to  the  Translation  of  the  Gospels,  pp.  354,  335.  4to  Ed.— He 
elsewhere  mentions  it  as  one  of  the  strongest  instances  of  prejudice, 
that  he  has  known  some  persons  of  piety  who  have  denied  that  the 
word  baptize  signifies  to  immerse. 

With  respect  to  the  subject,  it  is  worthy  of  observation  that  the 
authors  of  the  celebrated  scheme  of  Popish  doctrine  and  discipline 
called  the  Interim,  enumerate  the  baptism  of  infants  among  traditions, 
and  that  in  the  most  emphatic  manner.  For,  having  stated  that  the 
church  has  two  rules  of  faith,  scripture  and  tradition,  they  observe,  after 
treating  of  the  first,  "  ecclesia  habet  quoque  traditiones,  inter  alia 
baplismus  j,arL-uIorum"  &c.  They  mention,  however,  no  other ;  from 
whence  it  is  natural  to  infer  that  they  considered  this  as  the  strongest 
instance  of  that  species  of  rules.  The  total  silence  of  scripture  has 
induced  not  a  few  of  the  most  illustrious  scholars  to  consider  infant 
baptism  not  of  divine  right;  amongst  whom,  were  we  disposed  to  boast 
of  great  names,  we  might  mention  Salmasius,  Suicer,  and  above  all,  Sir 
Isaac  Newton,  who,  if  we  may  believe  the  honest  Whiston,  frequently 
declared  to  him  his  conviction  that  the  baptists  were  the  only  Christians 
who  had  not  symbolized  with  the  church  of  Rome.— See  Whiston 's 
Memoirs  of  his  own  Life. 
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title  of  the  History  of  the  Baptists,  to  implicate  us  in  the 
infamy  and  guilt  of  those  transactions.  While  we  must 
reprobate  such  a  spirit,  we  are  compelled  to  acknowledge 
that  the  practice  of  exclusive  communion  is  admirably 
adapted  to  excite  it,  in  minds  of  a  certain  order. 

That  practice  is  not  less  objectionable  on  another 
ground.  By  discouraging  paedobaptists  from  frequenting 
our  assemblies,  it  militates  against  the  most  effectual 
means  of  diffusing  the  sentiments  which  we  consider  most 
consonant  to  the  sacred  oracles.  It  cannot  be  expected 
that  pious  worshippers  will  attend,  except  from  absolute 
necessity,  where  they  are  detained,  if  we  may  so  speak, 
in  the  court  of  the  Gentiles,  and  denied  access  to  the 
interior  privileges  of  the  sanctuary. 

The  congregations,  accordingly,  where  this  practice 
prevails,  are  almost  entirely  composed  of  persons  of  our 
own  persuasion,  who  are  so  far  from  requiring  an  addi 
tional  stimulus,  that  it  is  much  oftener  necessary  to  re 
strain  than  to  excite  their  ardour  ;  while  the  only  descrip 
tion  of  persons  who  could  be  possibly  benefitted  by 
instruction  are  out  of  its  reach ;  compelled  by  this  into 
lerant  practice  to  join  societies,  where  they  will  hear 
nothing  but  what  is  adapted  to  confirm  them  in  their 
ancient  prejudices.  Thus  an  impassable  barrier  is  erected 
betwixt  the  baptists  and  other  denominations,  in  conse 
quence  of  which,  few  opportunities  are  afforded  of  trying 
the  effect  of  calm  and  serious  argumentation,  in  situations 
where  alone  it  could  prove  effectual.  In  those  baptist 
churches  in  which  an  opposite  plan  has  been  adopted, 
the  attendance  of  such  as  are  not  of  our  sentiments, 
meeting  with  no  discouragement,  is  often  extensive ; 
baptists  and  padobaptists,  by  participating  in  the  same 
privileges,  become  closely  united  in  the  ties  of  friendship  ; 
of  which  the  effect  is  uniformly  found  to  be  a  perpetual 
increase  in  the  number  of  the  former,  compared  to  the 
latter,  till,  in  some  societies,  the  opposite  sentiments  have 
nearly  subsided  and  disappeared. 

Nor  is  this  more  than  might  be  expected  from  the 
nature  of  things,  supposing  us  to  have  truth  on  our  side. 
For  admitting  this  to  be  the  case,  what  can  give  perma- 
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nence  to  the  sentiments  to  which  we  are  opposed,  except 
a  recumbent  indolence,  or  an  active  prejudice  ?  And  is 
it  not  evident  that  the  practice  of  exclusive  communion 
has  the  strongest  tendency  to  foster  both  those  evils,  the 
former  by  withdrawing,  I  might  say  repelling,  the 
erroneous  from  the  best  means  of  instruction,  the  latter 
by  the  apparent  harshness  and  severity  of  such  a  proceed 
ing  ?  It  is  not  by  keeping  at  a  distance  from  mankind 
that  we  must  expect  to  acquire  an  ascendency  over  them, 
but  by  approaching,  by  conciliating  them,  and  securing  a 
passage  to  their  understanding  through  the  medium  of 
their  hearts.  Truth  will  glide  into  the  mind  through  the 
channel  of  the  affections,  which,  were  it  to  approach  in 
the  naked  majesty  of  evidence,  would  meet  with  a  cer 
tain  repulse. 

Betraying  a  total  ignorance  or  forgetfulness  of  these 
indubitable  facts,  what  is  the  conduct  of  our  opponents  ? 
They  assume  a  menacing  aspect,  proclaim  themselves  the 
only  true  church,  and  assert  that  they  alone  are  entitled  to 
the  Christian  sacraments.  None  are  alarmed  at  this  lang- 
uage,none  are  induced  to  submit;  but  turning,  with  a  smile 
or  a  frown,  to  gentler  leaders,  they  leave  us  to  triumph 
without  a  combat,  and  to  dispute  without  an  opponent. 

If  we  consider  the  way  in  which  men  are  led  to  form 
just  conclusions  on  the  principal  subjects  of  controversy, 
we  shall  not  often  find  that  it  is  the  fruit  of  an  indepen 
dent  effort  of  mind,  determined  to  search  for  truth  in  her 
most  hidden  recesses,  and  discover  her  under  every  dis 
guise.  The  number  of  such  elevated  spirits  is  small ; 
and  though  evidence  is  the  only  source  of  rational  con 
viction,  a  variety  of  favourable  circumstances  usually 
contributes  to  bring  it  into  contact  with  the  mind,  such 
as  frequent  intercourse,  a  favourable  disposition  towards 
the  party  which  maintains  it,  habits  of  deference  and 
respect,  and  gratitude  for  benefits  received.  The  practice 
of  confining  the  communion  to  our  own  denomination, 
seems  studiously  contrived  to  preclude  us  from  these 
advantages,  and  to  transfer  them  to  the  opposite  side. 

The  policy  of  intolerance  is  exactly  proportioned  to 
the  capacity  of  inspiring  fear.  The  church  of  Rome  for 
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many  ages  practised  it,  with  infinite  advantage,  because 
she  possessed  ample  means  of  intimidation.  Her  pride 
grew  with  her  success,  her  intolerance  with  her  pride  ; 
ind  she  did  not  aspire  to  the  lofty  pretension  of  being 
the  only  true  church,  till  she  saw  monarchs  at  her  feet, 
and  held  kingdoms  in  chains ;  till  she  was  flushed  with 
victory,  giddy  with  her  elevation,  and  drunk  with  the 
blood  of  saints.  But  what  was  policy  in  her,  would  be 
the  height  of  infatuation  in  us,  who  are  neither  entitled 
by  our  situation,  nor  by  our  crimes,  to  aspire  to  this 
guilty  preeminence.  I  am  fully  persuaded  that  few  of 
our  brethren  have  duly  reflected  on  the  strong  resemblance 
which  subsists  betwixt  the  pretensions  of  the  church  of 
Rome,  and  the  principles  implied  in  strict  communion ; 
both  equally  intolerant ;  the  one  armed  with  pains  and 
penalties,  the  other,  I  trust,  disdaining  such  aid ;  the  one 
the  intolerance  of  power,  the  other  of  weakness. 

From  a  full  conviction  that  our  views  as  a  denomina 
tion  correspond  with  the  dictates  of  scripture,  it  is  im 
possible  for  me  to  entertain  a  doubt  of  their  ultimate 
prevalence  ;  but,  unless  we  retrace  our  steps,  and  culti 
vate  a  cordial  union  with  our  fellow-christians,  I  greatly 
question  whether  their  success  will,  in  any  degree,  be  as- 
cribable  to  our  own  efforts.  It  is  much  more  probable 
that  the  light  will  arise  in  another  quarter,  from  persons 
by  whom  we  are  unknown,  but  who,  in  consequence  of 
an  unction  from  the  Holy  One,  are  led  to  examine  the 
scripture  with  perfect  impartiality,  and,  in  the  ardour  of 
their  pursuit  after  truth,  alike  to  overlook  the  misconduct 
of  those  who  have  opposed,  and  of  those  who  have  main 
tained  it. 

Happily,  the  final  triumph  of  truth  is  not  dependent 
on  human  modes  of  exhibition.  Man  is  the  recipient, 
not  the  author  of  it ;  it  partakes  of  the  nature  of  the 
Deity  ;  it  is  his  offspring,  its  indissoluble  relation  to  whom 
is  a  surer  pledge  of  its  perpetuity  and  support  than  finite 
power  or  policy.  While  we  are  at  a  certainty  respecting 
the  final  issue,  "  the  times  and  the  seasons  God  hath  put 
in  his  own  power ;"  nor  are  we  ever  more  liable  to  err, 
than  when,  in  surveying  the  purposes  of  God,  we  descend 
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from  the  elevation  of  general  views,  to  a  minute  specifi 
cation  of  times  and  instruments.  How  long  the  ordinance 
of  baptism,  in  its  purity  and  simplicity,  may  be  doomed 
to  neglect,  it  is  not  for  us  to  conjecture  ;  but  of  this  we 
are  fully  persuaded,  it  will  never  be  generally  restored  to 
the  church  through  the  medium  of  a  party.  This  mode 
of  procedure  has  been  already  sufficiently  tried,  and  is 
found  utterly  ineffectual. 

The  labour  bestowed  upon  these  sheets  has  not  arisen 
from  an  indifference  to  the  interests  of  truth,  but  from  a 
sincere  wish  to  promote  them,  by  disengaging  it  from  the 
unnatural  confinement  in  which  it  has  been  detained  by 
the  injudicious  conduct  of  its  advocates.  How  far  the 
reasoning  adduced,  or  the  spirit  displayed  on  this  subject, 
is  entitled  to  approbation,  must  be  left  to  the  judgement 
of  the  religious  public.  If  any  offence  has  been  given 
by  the  appearance  of  unbecoming  severity,  it  will  give 
me  real  concern ;  and  the  more  so,  because  there  are  not 
a  few  amongst  our  professed  opponents  in  this  controversy, 
to  whom  I  look  up  with  undissembled  esteem  and 
veneration. 

Having  omitted  nothing  which  appeared  essentially 
connected  with  the  subject,  I  hasten  to  close  this  dis 
quisition  ;  previously  to  which,  it  may  not  be  improper 
briefly  to  recall  the  attention  to  the  principal  topics  of 
argument.  We  have  endeavoured  to  show  that  the  prac 
tice  of  strict  communion  derives  no  support  from  the 
supposed  priority  of  baptism  to  the  Lord's  supper  in  the 
order  of  institution,  which  order  is  exactly  the  reverse  ; 
that  it  is  not  countenanced  by  the  tenour  of  the  apostles' 
commission,  nor  by  apostolic  precedent,  the  spirit  of  which 
is  in  our  favour,  proceeding  on  principles  totally  dissimilar 
to  the  case  under  discussion ;  that  the  opposite  practice 
is  enforced  by  the  obligations  of  Christian  charity ;  that 
it  is  indubitably  comprehended  within  the  canon  which 
enjoins  forbearance  towards  mistaken  brethren  ;  that  the 
system  of  our  opponents  unchurches  every  pa3dobaptist 
community ;  that  it  rests  on  no  general  principle  ;  that  it 
attempts  to  establish  an  impossible  medium;  that  it  inflicts 
a  punishment  which  is  capricious  and  unjust ;  and  finally 
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that,  by  fomenting  prejudice,  and  precluding  the  most 
effectual  means  of  conviction,  it  defeats  its  own  purpose. 

Should  the  reasoning  under  any  one  of  these  heads  be 
found  to  be  conclusive,  however  it  may  fail  in  others,  it 
will  go  far  towards  establishing  our  leading  position,  that 
no  church  has  a  right  to  establish  terms  of  communion, 
which  are  not  terms  of  salvation.  With  high  considera 
tion  of  the  talents  of  many  of  my  brethren  who  differ 
from  me,  I  have  yet  no  apprehension  that  the  sum  total 
of  the  argument  admits  a  satisfactory  reply. 

A  tender  consideration  of  human  imperfection  is  not 
merely  the  dictate  of  revelation,  but  the  law  of  nature, 
exemplified  in  the  most  striking  manner,  in  the  conduct 
of  Him  whom  we  all  profess  to  follow.  How  wide  the 
interval  which  separated  his  religious  knowledge  and 
attainments  from  that  of  his  disciples  ;  he,  the  fountain 
of  illumination,  they  encompassed  with  infirmities  !  But 
did  he  recede  from  them  on  that  account  ?  No :  he  drew 
the  bond  of  union  closer,  imparted  successive  streams  of 
effulgence,  till  he  incorporated  his  spirits  with  theirs,  and 
elevated  them  into  a  nearer  resemblance  of  himself.  In 
imitating  by  our  conduct  towards  our  mistaken  brethren 
this  great  exemplar,  we  cannot  err.  By  walking  together 
with  them,  as  far  as  we  are  agreed,  our  agreement  will 
extend,  our  differences  lessen,  and  love,  which  rejoiceth 
in  the  truth,  will  gradually  open  our  hearts  to  higher  and 
nobler  inspirations. 

Might  we  indulge  a  hope  that  not  only  our  denomina 
tion,  but  every  other  description  of  Christians,  would  act 
upon  these  principles,  we  should  hail  the  dawn  of  a 
brighter  day,  and  consider  it  as  a  nearer  approach  to  the 
ultimate  triumph  of  the  church  than  the  annals  of  time 
have  yet  recorded.  In  the  accomplishment  of  our 
Saviours  prayer,  we  should  behold  a  demonstration  of 
the  divinity  of  his  mission,  which  the  most  impious  could 
not  resist ;  we  should  behold  in  the  church  a  peaceful 
haven,  inviting  us  to  retire  from  the  tossings  and  perils 
of  this  unquiet  ocean,  to  a  sacred  inclosure,  a  sequestered 
spot,  which  the  storms  and  tempests  of  the  world  were 
not  permitted  to  invade. 
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Intus  aquae  dulces,  vivoque  sedilia  saxo  : 
domus.  Hie  fessas  non  vine 
unco  non  adligat  anchora  morsu." — Virgil. 


Nympharum  domus.    Hie  fessas  non  vincula  naves 
Ulla  tenent  : 


The  genius  of  the  gospel,  let  it  once  for  all  be  remem 
bered,  is  not  ceremonial,  but  spiritual,  consisting,  not  in 
meats  or  drinks,  or  outward  observances,  but,  in  the  cul 
tivation  of  such  interior  graces,  as  compose  the  essence 
of  virtue,  perfect  the  character,  and  purify  the  heart. 
These  form  the  soul  of  religion ;  all  the  rest  are  but  her 
terrestrial  attire,  which  she  will  lay  aside  when  she  passes 
the  threshold  of  eternity.  When,  therefore,  the  obliga 
tions  of  humility  and  love  come  into  competition  with  a 
punctual  observance  of  external  rites,  the  genius  of  reli 
gion  will  easily  determine  to  which  we  should  incline  : 
but  when  the  question  is  not  whether  we  shall  attend  to 
them  ourselves,  but  whether  we  shall  enforce  them  on 
others,  the  answer  is  still  more  ready.  All  attempts  to  urge 
men  forward,  even  in  the  right  path,  beyond  the  measure 
of  their  light,  are  impracticable  in  our  situation,  if  they 
were  lawful ;  and  unlawful,  if  they  were  practicable. 
Augment  their  light,  conciliate  their  affections,  and  they 
will  follow  of  their  own  accord. 


POSTSCRIPT. 


AN  objection  to  the  hypothesis  which  assigns  the  origin 
of  Christian  baptism  to  the  commission  which  the  apostles 
received  at  our  Lord's  resurrection,  may  possibly  be  urged 
from  the  baptisms  performed  by  his  disciples  during  his 
personal  ministry  ;  and,  as  no  notice  is  taken  of  that  cir 
cumstance  in  the  body  of  the  work,  I  beg  leave  to  submit 
the  following  observations  to  the  reader: — "We  are 
informed  by  one  of  the  evangelists,  that  Christ,  by  the 
instrumentality  of  his  disciples,  at  one  period  "  made  and 
baptized  more  disciples  than  John."*  The  following 
remarks  may  possibly  cast  some  light  on  this  subject : — 
1.  A  divine  commission  was  given  to  the  son  of 
Zechariah,  to  announce  the  speedy  manifestation  of 
the  Messiah;  or,  which  is  equivalent,  to  declare  that 
"  the  kingdom  of  God  was  at  hand,"  with  an  injunction 
solemnly  to  immerse  in  water,  as  many  as,  in  conse 
quence  of  that  intelligence,  professed  repentance  and 
reformation  of  life ;  and  as  he  was  the  only  person  who 
had  been  known  to  initiate  his  disciples  by  that  rite,  it 
was  natural  for  him  to  be  distinguished  by  the  appella 
tion  of  the  Baptist,  or  the  immerser.  The  Scriptures 
are  totally  silent  respecting  any  mission  to  baptize  apart 
from  his.  It  is  by  no  means  certain,  however,  that  he 
was  the  only  person  who  performed  that  ceremony ;  in 
deed,  when  we  consider  the  prodigious  multitudes  who 
flocked  to  him,  the  "  inhabitants  of  Jerusalem,  Judaea, 
and  all  the  region  round  about  Jordan,"  it  seems  scarcely 
practicable ;  he  most  probably  employed  coadjutors ; 

*  John  iv.  1. 
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though  the  practice  having  originated  with  him,  it  was 
foreign  to  the  purpose  of  the  evangelists  to  notice  that 
circumstance. 

2.  Our  Lord,  who  had  already  evinced  the  profound- 
est  respect  to  his  mission,  by  receiving  baptism  at  his 
hands,  was,  in  consequence  of  his  being  the  Messiah,  un 
doubtedly  authorised  personally  to  perform  any  religious 
rite  or  office  which  was  at  that  time  in  force,  as  well  as 
to  delegate  to  others  the  power  of  performing  it ;  and  as 
immersion,  in  token  of  repentance  and  preparation  for 
the  kingdom  of  God,  then  at  hand,  was  an  important 
branch  of  the  religion  then  obligatory,  it  was  with  the 
greatest  propriety  that  he  not  only  submitted  to  it  him 
self,  but  authorised  his  disciples  to  perform  it.     This> 
however,  is  by  no  means  sufficient  to  constitute  a  distinct 
rite  or  ordinance  ;  and  since  it  was  not  accompanied  with 
a  distinct  signification,  it  could  not  be  considered  as  ori 
ginating  a  new  constitution,  but  as  a  mere  co-operation 
with  his  forerunner  in  one  and  the  same  work. 

3.  We  have  already  shown  at  large  that  the  principal 
difference  betwixt  John's  baptism,  and  that  which  the 
apostles  were  commissioned  to  perform  after  our  Saviour's 
ascension,  consisted  in  the  former  not  being  celebrated  in 
the  name  of  Jesus.     But  there  is  just  as  much  difficulty 
in  supposing  it  performed  by  his  disciples  in  that  name, 
during  his  abode  on  earth,  as  by  his  forerunner.  It  would 
have  equally  defeated  the  purpose  of  that  caution  which 
he  uniformly  maintained ;  and  it  is  absurd  to  suppose 
that  he  would  strictly  charge  his  disciples  to  tell  no  man 
that  he  was  the  Christ,  while  he  authorised  them  to  dis 
close  that  very  secret  to  the  mixed  multitude,  as  often  as 
they  baptized;  nor  could  the  use  of  his  name  in  that 
ordinance  be  separated  from  such  a  disclosure. 

4.  In  addition  to  this,  it  must  be  remembered  that 
John  and  our  Lord  (by  the  hands  of  his  disciples)  both 
baptized  at  the  same  period :  their  ministry  was  contem 
porary.     Now  if  we  assert  that  our  Lord  enjoined  one 
confession  of  faith  in  baptism,  and  John  another,  we  shall 
have  different  dispensations  of  religion  subsisting  at  the 
same  time,  and  must  suppose  the  people  were  under  an 
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obligation  to  believe  one  thing  as  the  disciples  of  John, 
and  another  as  the  disciples  of  Christ.  But  this  it  is 
impossible  to  admit.  There  is  unquestionably,  at  all 
seasons,  a  perfect  harmony  in  the  economies  of  religion, 
so  that  two  different  ones  are  never  in  force  at  one  and 
the  same  time.  The  first  ceases  when  the  second  suc 
ceeds,  just  as  Judaism  was  abolished  by  Christianity,  and 
the  patriarchial  dispensation  superseded  by  Judaism. 
Unless  we  are  prepared  to  assert  that  the  dispensations 
of  religion  are  not  obligatory,  one  light  in  which  they 
must  be  considered  is  that  of  different  laws,  or  codes  of 
law ;  but  it  is  essential  to  the  nature  of  laws,  that  the 
new  one,  except  it  be  merely  declaratory,  invariably  re 
peals  the  old.  In  whatever  particular  it  differs,  it  neces 
sarily  abolishes  or  annuls  the  former.  But  as  John  con 
tinued  to  baptize  by  divine  authority,  at  the  same  time 
with  the  disciples  of  our  Saviour,  it  is  evident  his  insti 
tution  was  not  superseded ;  consequently,  it  was  of  such 
a  nature  that  it  could  subsist  in  conjunction  with  the 
baptism  performed  by  our  Lord,  through  the  hands  of 
his  apostles.  But  for  the  reason  already  alleged,  this 
could  not  have  been  the  case,  unless  it  had  been  one  and 
the  same  thing.  The  inference  I  wish  to  deduce  from 
the  whole  is,  that  the  baptism  celebrated  by  Christ's  dis 
ciples,  during  his  personal  ministry,  in  no  respect  differ 
ed  from  John's,  either  in  the  action  itself,  or  in  the  im 
port,  but  were  merely  a  joint  execution  of  the  same 
work ;  agreeably  to  which,  we  find  a  perfect  identity  in 
the  language  which  our  Saviour  enjoined  his  disciples  to 
use,  and  in  the  preaching  of  John :  "  Repent  ye,  for  the 
kingdom  of  God  is  at  hand."  Whatever  information  our 
Lord  imparted  to  his  disciples  beyond  that  which  was 
communicated  by  his  forerunner,  (which  we  all  know 
was  much,)  was  given  in  detached  portions,  at  distinct 
intervals,  and  was  never  embodied  or  incorporated  with 
any  positive  institution,  till  after  his  ascension,  which 
may  be  considered  as  the  commencement  of  the  Christian 
dispensation  in  its  strictest  sense. 


ESSENTIAL  DIFFERENCE 

BETWEKV 

CHRISTIAN    BAPTISM, 

AND   THE 

BAPTISM   OF   JOHN, 

MORE   FULLY   STATED    AND   CONFIRMED  ; 

IN  REPLY  TO  A  PAMPHLET,  ENTITLED  "  A   PLEA  FOR  PKIMITIYE 
COMMUNION." 


[PUULISHKD    IN      18161, 


PREFACE. 


"WHETHER  the  writer  of  the  following  pages  has  acted 
judiciously  in  noticing  the  anonymous  author  of  the  Plea, 
fyc.  it  is  not  for  him  to  determine.  He  was  certainly  not 
induced  to  reply  hy  any  apprehension  that  the  arguments 
of  his  opponent  would  produce  much  effect  on  candid  and 
enlightened  minds :  hut  he  recollected  that  what  is  not 
answered,  is  often  deemed  unanswerable.  He  has  con 
fined  himself,  as  the  reader  will  perceive,  to  that  hranch 
of  the  controversy  which  relates  to  the  haptism  of  John  : 
the  consideration  of  the  remaining  parts,  will  more  pro 
perly  occur  in  reply  to  a  work  which  is  already  announced 
to  the  public  by  a  person  of  distinguished  reputation. 
With  an  answer  to  that  publication,  it  is  the  decided  re 
solution  of  this  author  to  terminate  his  part  of  the  con 
troversy. 

LEICESTER, 
February  14,  1810. 


THE 

ESSENTIAL  DIFFERENCE 

BETWIXT 

CHRISTIAN  BAPTISM 

AND    THE 

BAPTISM  OF  JOHN. 


THOUGH  the  author  of  the  "  Plea  for  Primitive  Com 
munion"  has  not  thought  fit  to  annex  his  name  to  that 
publication,  as  truth  alone  is  the  legitimate  object  of  con 
troversy,  his  claim  to  attention  may  he  justly  considered 
as  little,  if  at  all,  impaired  by  that  omission.  Religious 
inquiry  is  an  affair  of  principles,  not  of  persons;  and 
under  whatever  shape  an  author  chooses  to  present  him 
self  to  the  public,  he  is  entitled  to  notice  in  proportion  to 
the  force  of  his  conceptions,  and  the  candour  of  his  spirit. 
How  far  the  author  under  present  consideration  is  pos 
sessed  of  these  qualities,  must  be  left  to  the  judgement  of 
an  impartial  public. 

As  he  has  confined  nearly  his  whole  attention  to  the 
question  of  the  identity  of  John's  baptism  with  the  ordi 
nance  now  in  force,  without  pretending  to  enter  into  the 
general  merits  of  the  controversy,  and  this  is  a  question 
which  admits  of  separate  discussion,  and  is  in  itself  of 
some  moment,  the  following  pages  will  be  devoted  to  a 
defence  of  the  sentiments  which  have  been  already  ad 
vanced  on  that  subject. 
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Previously  to  this,  however,  the  patience  of  the  reader 
is  entreated  for  a  few  moments,  while  we  endeavour 
clearly  to  state  the  bearing  of  this  question  on  the  con 
troversy  with  which  it  has  been  connected.  It  was  in 
deference  to  the  sentiments  of  his  opponents,  rather  than 
his  own,  that  the  author  was  induced  to  bestow  so  much 
attention  upon  it  in  his  former  treatise,  persuaded  as  he 
is,  that  its  connexion  with  the  point  in  debate  is  casual 
and  incidental,  rather  than  real  and  intrinsic ;  since  the 
only  possible  advantage  to  the  cause  of  mixed  commu 
nion  resulting  from  its  decision,  is  the  overthrow  of  an 
argument  most  feebly  constructed.  To  be  convinced  of 
this,  it  is  only  necessary  to  remember  that  the  admis 
sion  of  what  our  opponents  contend  for,  would  merely 
prove  that  the  ordinance  of  baptism  was  promulgated  at 
an  earlier  period  than  the  Lord's  supper.  But  in  deter 
mining  a  question  of  duty  resulting  from  positive  laws, 
the  era  of  their  promulgation  is  a  consideration  totally 
foreign;  we  have  merely  to  consider  what  is  enjoined, 
and  to  what  description  of  persons  or  things  the  regula 
tion  applies,  without  troubling  ourselves  to  inquire  into 
the  chronological  order  of  its  enactment.  In  the  details 
of  civil  life,  no  man  thinks  of  regulating  his  actions  by 
an  appeal  to  the  respective  dates  of  the  existing  laws, 
but  solely  by  a  regard  to  their  just  interpretation ;  and 
were  it  once  admitted  as  a  maxim,  that  the  particular 
law  latest  enacted,  must  invariably  be  last  obeyed,  the 
affairs  of  mankind  would  fall  into  utter  confusion.  It 
•would  be  the  highest  presumption  to  pretend  to  penetrate 
so  far  into  the  breast  of  the  legislator,  and  into  reasons  of 
state,  as  to  form  a  conjecture  on  the  comparative  import 
ance  of  our  duties,  or  the  respective  relations  which  they 
bear  to  each  other,  by  an  appeal  to  the  distinct  periods  in 
which  the  laws  were  promulgated ;  nor  is  there  any  ab 
surdity  in  supposing  it  possible  that,  for  the  wisest  pur 
poses,  the  law  which  is  last  enacted  may  prescribe  the 
performance  of  an  action  antecedently  to  a  different  one 
enjoined  by  a  prior  enactment.  Besides,  the  most  ex 
tensive  branch  of  the  system  of  rules  which  is  in  force  in 
this,  and  perhaps  in  most  other  countries,  arises  out  of 
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immemorial  customs,  which  it  would  baffle  the  profound- 
est  antiquarian  to  trace  to  their  origin ;  whence  it  is  evi 
dent  that  the  principle  in  question  is  necessarily  excluded 
from  the  widest  department  of  legal  obligations.  It  is  a 
principle  as  repugnant  to  the  nature  of  divine  as  it  is  to 
human  legislation.  It  appears  from  the  history  of  the 
patriarchs,  that  sacrificial  rites  were  ordained  much 
earlier  than  circumcision,  but  no  sooner  was  the  latter 
enjoined,  than  it  demanded  the  earliest  attention ;  and 
the  offerings  prescribed  on  the  birth  of  a  child,  did  not 
precede,  but  were  subsequent  to  the  ceremony  of  circum 
cision. 

In  the  case  of  moral  obligations,  no  one  pretends  that 
their  reciprocal  relation  and  dependence  is  to  be  ascer 
tained  by  an  appeal  to  the  distinct  periods  of  their  insti 
tution  :  their  co-existence  with  human  nature  precludes 
the  possibility  of  applying  such  a  test ;  and  he  who  con 
sults  impartially  the  dictates  of  conscience,  confirmed  and 
enlightened  by  revelation,  will  seldom  feel  hims3lf  em 
barrassed  with  respect  either  to  the  nature  or  the  order 
of  his  duties. 

In  the  case  of  positive  duties,  that  is,  such  as  result 
entirely  from  the  revealed  will  of  God,  and  with  respect 
to  which  the  voice  of  nature  is  silent,  how  far  they  are 
so  inseparably  linked  together  as  to  form  a  moral  whole, 
in  such  a  manner  that  the  omission  of  one  part  renders 
an  attention  to  the  other  a  nullity,  must  depend  entirely 
on  the  language  of  the  institute.  To  attempt  to  establish 
any  conclusion  where  that  is  silent,  is  at  once  to  incur 
the  censure  justly  attached  to  the  application  of  hypo 
thesis  in  the  interpretation  of  positive  laws,  with  this  ad 
ditional  aggravation,  that  the  hypothesis  adopted  on  the 
present  occasion  is  at  least  as  precarious  and  unfounded 
as  the  worst  of  those  by  which  the  advocates  of  infant 
baptism  have  attempted  to  vindicate  their  practice.  With 
unparalleled  inconsistency,  while  the  champions  of  strict 
communion  affect,  on  the  subject  of  baptism,  the  utmost 
veneration  for  the  letter  of  scripture,  they  are  driven  in 
support  of  their  sentiments  to  appeal,  not  to  what  is  en- 
Joined — not  to  a  syllable  of  scripture,  but  to  a  chronologi- 
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cal  deduction  of  positive  rites  :  a  hard  necessity  surely, 
and  the  more  so  when  it  will  appear  in  the  sequel,  that 
this  their  forlorn  post  is  untenable. 

Before  we  proceed  to  notice  the  objections  of  the  au 
thor  of  the  Plea  to  the  statements  which  have  been 
made  on  the  subject  of  John's  baptism,  it  will  be  neces 
sary  briefly  to  recapitulate  the  grounds  on  which  it  was 
affirmed  to  be  essentially  distinct  from  the  ordinance 
now  in  use.  To  such  as  have  not  perused  the  former 
treatise,  the  discussion  would  scarcely  be  intelligible 
without  it :  to  such  as  have,  it  is  possible  some  particu 
lars  may  be  presented  in  a  clearer  light. 

The  attentive  reader  of  the  New  Testament  will  not 
have  failed  to  remark  that  the  rite  performed  by  John  is 
rarely,  if  ever,  introduced  without  the  addition  of  some 
explanatory  phrase,  or  epithet,  intended  apparently  to 
distinguish  it  from  every  preceding  or  subsequent  reli 
gious  observance.  Thus  it  is  sometimes  denominated 
the  baptism  of  John,  on  other  occasions  baptism  in 
water,  and  the  baptism  of  repentance,  but  is  never 
expressed  in  the  absolute  form  in  which  the  mention 
of  Christian  baptism  invariably  occurs.  When  the  twelve 
disciples  at  Ephesus  were  asked  into  what  (i.  e.  into 
what  profession)  they  were  baptized,  they  replied,  into 
the  baptism  of  John.  Though  innumerable  persons 
were  baptized  by  St.  Paul,  we  read  of  no  such  expres 
sion  as  the  baptism  of  Paul ;  on  the  contrary,  in  his 
Epistle  to  the  Corinthians,  he  expresses  a  sort  of  pious 
horror  at  the  very  idea  of  such  a  supposition.  Whoever 
considers  the  extreme  precision  which  the  inspired 
historians  maintain  in  the  choice  of  the  terms  employed  to 
represent  religious  ordinances,  will  perceive  this  circum 
stance  to  possess  considerable  weight. 

It  derives  much  additional  strength,  however,  from 
reflecting,  that  John's  baptism  is  not  only  distinctly  cha 
racterized  in  the  evangelical  narratives,  but  that  he  him 
self  contrasts  it  with  a  superior  one,  which  he  directs  his 
hearers  to  expect  at  the  hand  of  the  Messiah.  "  I  in 
deed,"  said  he, "  baptize  you  in  water,  but  there  standeth 
one  among  you  whose  shoe-latchets  I  am  not  worthy  to 
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unloose  ;  he  shall  baptize  you  in  the  Holy  Ghost  and  in 
fire;"*  referring  unquestionably  to  that  redundance  of 
prophetic  and  miraculous  gifts,  which  were  bestowed  on 
the  church  after  the  effusion  of  the  Spirit.     We  accord 
ingly  find  that,  after  his  resurrection,  our  Lord  commis 
sioned  his  apostles  to  teach  and  baptize  all  nations,  the 
execution  of  which  order  was  usually  accompanied  by 
the  collation  of  such  gifts  on  believers,  as  fully  corre 
sponded  to  those  predictions.  Though  he  who  is  confined 
to  no  times  or  seasons,  was  pleased  in  some  instances  to 
communicate  these  preternatural  endowments  previously 
to  the  act  of  baptizing,  at  others  not  in  connexion  with 
that  rite ;  yet  that  they  were  its  usual  and  expected  con 
comitants,  is  evident  from  the  language  of  St.  Paul  to 
the  disciples  at  Ephesus,  who,  not  having  heard  of  such 
an  effusion  of  the  Spirit,  were  interrogated  in  the  fol 
lowing  terms  :  "  Into  what  then  were  ye  baptized  ?"t — 
a  question  totally  irrelevant  but  upon  the  supposition 
that  these  gifts  were  the  usual  appendage  or  effect  of 
that  ordinance.     No  such   consequences    followed   the 
rite  administered  by  John;  an  important  disparity,  to 
which  he  himself  repeatedly  directed  the  attention  of  his 
followers,  as  a  decisive  proof  of  his  personal  inferiority 
to  him  that  was  to  come^  as  well  as  of  the  ceremony  he 
administered,  to  that  which  should  usher  in  the  succeed 
ing  dispensation.     In  exact  agreement  with  the  genius 
of  eastern  phraseology,  he  suppresses  the   mention  of 
water  on  this  occasion,  choosing  rather  to  characterize  an 
ordinance  accompanied  with  such  stupendous  effects,  by 
its  more  elevated  feature,  rather  than  by  one  in  which  it 
coincided  with  his  own. 

Again,  it  is  universally  admitted  that  Christian  baptism 
has  invariably  been  administered  in  the  name  of  Jesus, 
and  that  circumstance  is  essential  to  its  validity ;  while 
it  is  evident  from  the  solicitude  with  which  our  Saviour 
avoided  the  avowal  of  himself  as  the  Messiah,  that 
during  his  personal  ministry  his  name  was  not  publicly 
employed  as  the  object  of  a  religious  rite.  After  he  had 

*  See  Matt.  iii.  11,  and  John  i.  27,  33.    Campbell's  translation, 
f  Acts  xix.  3. 
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been  declared  on  the  mount  of  transfiguration  to  be  the 
Son  of  God,  he  charged  his  disciples  to  tell  no  man  of  it 
till  he  was  risen  from  the  dead ;  and  when  Peter  had 
solemnly  avowed  his  profession  of  faith  in  him  under  the 
same  character,  he  and  his  fellow-apostles  were  strictly 
enjoined  to  tell  no  man  that  he  was  the  Christ.     Nor  is 
there  a  single  example  of  his  publicly  acknowledging 
that  fact,  until  his  arraignment  before  the  high-priest. 
But  how  this  is  consistent  with  the  practice  of  baptizing 
in  his  name,  which  must  have  been  equivalent  at  least  to 
a  public  confession  of  his  being  the  Messiah,  it  is  diffi 
cult  to  conceive.  If  wre  examine  the  matter  more  closely, 
w^e  shall  perceive  that  ceremony  to  import  much  more  ; 
that  it  includes  an  act  of  adoration  and  of  worship,  of 
which  He,  in  whose  name  we  are    immersed,  is    the 
avowed  object.     To  multiply  words,  with  a  view  to  de 
monstrate  the  inconsistency  of  such  a  procedure  with  the 
acknowledged  reserve  maintained  by  our  Lord  on  this 
subject,  would  be  to  insult   the  understanding  of  my 
readers ;  nor,  when  furnished  with  certain  matter  of  fact, 
are  we  left  to  form  an  opinion  from  previous  probabili 
ties.     The  historian   informs  us  that  while  John  was 
baptizing,  amidst  an  immense  concourse  of  people  from 
various  parts  of  Judea,  all  tnen  were  musing  in  their 
hearts  whether  he  were  the  Christ  or  not*  and  that  the 
deputation  sent  from  the  Sanhedrim  to  inquire  into  his 
character,  were  disposed  to  infer,  from  his  introducing  a 
new  religious  rite,  that  he  pretended  himself  to  be  the 
Messiah.     But  how  is  it  possible,  let  me  ask,  that  such 
a  question  should  arise  amongst  the  people  on  the  hypo 
thesis  maintained  by  our  opponents  ?  or  how  could  it 
enter  into  their  imagination  to  infer,  from  his  baptizing 
in  the  name  of  Jesus,  that  he  himself  was,  or  that  he 
pretended  to  be,  the  Messiah  ?     His  constant  and  daily 
practice  must   have  completely  precluded   such  a  sus 
picion. 

If  St.  Paul's  citation  of  the  language  of  John,  in  the 
nineteenth  of  the  Acts,  be  correct,  what  he  said  to  the 
people  was  this — "  That  they  should  believe  on  him  who 
*  Luke  iii.  15. 
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was  to  come."*  The  epithet,  6  so^o/j^svo^  lie  who  is  coming, 
it  is  generally  admitted,  was  the  usual  appellation  applied 
to  the  Messiah  at  that  period,  which,  while  it  expresses 
the  certainty  and  near  approach  of  the  event  of  his 
coming,  intimates,  not  less  clearly,  its  futurity.  At  the 
time  when  the  son  of  Zechariah  entered  on  his  ministry, 
nothing  could  be  more  accurate  than  the  idea  conveyed 
by  that  phraseology  —  the  Messiah  was  not  yet  manifest 
to  Israel;  John  was  sent  before  him  to  announce  his 
speedy  appearance  :  he  was  as  yet  coming,  not  actually 
come,  on  which  account  the  language  which  the  fore 
runner  held  was  precise  and  appropriate  ;  it  was  not  a 
demand  of  present  faith  in  any  known  individual,  but 
was  limited  to  a  future  faith  on  a  certain  personage  who 
was  about  to  evince  his  title  to  the  character  he  assumed, 
by  his  personal  appearance  and  miracles.  He  said  to 
the  people  that  they  should  believe  in  him  that  was  to 
come.  Could  the  same  person,  let  me  ask,  at  the  same 
moment  be  described  by  terms  expressive  of  the  present 
and  of  the  future  tense,  at  once  as  an  existing  individual, 
a  person  historically  known,  and  as  one  that  was  to 
come  ?  In  a  word,  if  John  expressed  the  act  of  faith 
which  he  required,  in  the  future  tense,t  it  unquestionably 
respected  a  future  act;  and  if  he  described  its  object 
under  the  term  6  eg%6t&tvos,  he  that  is  to  come,  he  did  not 
immerse  in  the  name  of  Jesus,  which  would  have  been  a 
palpable  contradiction. 

Again,  the  spiritual  import  of  Christian  baptism,  as 
asserted  by  St.  Paul,  transcends  incomparably  the  mea 
sure  of  religious  knowledge  possessed  during  the  ministry 
of  John.  "  Know  ye  not,"  is  his  appeal  to  Christians, 
"  that  so  many  of  us  as  were  baptized  into  Jesus  Christ 
were  baptized  into  his  death  ?  Therefore  we  are  buried 
Avith  him  by  baptism  into  death  ;  that,  like  as  Christ  was 
raised  up  from  the  dead  by  the  glory  of  the  Father, 
even  so  we  also  should  walk  in  newness  of  life.":}:  We 
have  here  an  appeal  to  the  conscience  of  all  baptized 
persons  respecting  the  spiritual  signification  of  that  ordi- 

*  Acts  xix.  4.  f  TTiGTevirwai,  Acts  xix.  4. 
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nance,  the  views  which  it  embraced,  and  the  obligations 
resulting  from  thence  to  a  holy  and  heavenly  life.  What 
is  the  meaning  of  the  words,  baptized  into  his  death  ? 
Whatever  else  it  may  comprehend,  it  unquestionably 
means  the  being  baptized  into  a  belief  of  his  death. 
But  at  the  time  that  John  was  fulfilling  his  course, 
this  belief  was  so  far  from  possessing  the  minds  of  his 
converts,  that  even  the  apostles  were  not  only  ignorant  of 
that  event,  but  impatient  of  its  mention ;  and,  with  res 
pect  to  his  resurrection,  we  find  these  same  apostles,  after 
the  transfiguration,  inquiring  among  themselves  "  what 
the  rising  from  the  dead  could  mean  ;"*  while,  from  the 
expectation  of  the  Jews  at  large,  nothing  was  more  ab 
horrent  than  the  death  and  crucifixion  of  their  Messiah. 
While  they  were  thus  unacquainted  with  the  principal 
fact  it  is  designed  to  exhibit,  how  could  they  possibly 
comprehend  the  import  of  Christian  baptism  ?  In  all 
probability  they  regarded  the  consecrated  use  of  water 
merely  as  an  emblem  of  purification,  of  that  reformation 
of  manners  to  which  they  were  summoned ;  for  to  such 
a  use  of  it  they  had  long  been  accustomed ;  but  for  the 
sublime  mysteries  of  the  Christian  sacrament,  connected 
with  events  of  which  they  were  ignorant,  and  with 
truths  which  were  veiled  from  their  eyes,  they  were 
utterly  unprepared.  It  is  impossible  to  evade  the  force 
of  this  argument,  by  distinguishing  betwixt  the  disciples 
of  John  and  those  who  were  converted  to  the  Christian 
faith  at  a  subsequent  period.  The  language  of  St.  Paul 
precludes  the  possibility  of  such  a  distinction.  "  As 
many  of  its"  says  he,  "as  were  baptized  into  Christ 
Jesus,  were  baptized  into  his  death ;"  which  is  surely 
equivalent  to  affirming  that  whoever  were  not  baptized 
into  his  death,  were  not  baptized  into  Christ.  But  the 
disciples  of  John  were  not  baptized  into  (the  belief  of ) 
his  death.  Therefore  they  were  not  baptized  into 
Christ. 

We  have  already  remarked,  in  a  former  treatise,  that 
as  the  ministry  of  John  commenced  previously  to  that  of 
the  Messiah,  which  succeeded  his  baptism,  no  rite  cele- 
*  Mark  ix.  10. 
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brated  at  that  time  is  entitled  to  a  place  amongst  Christian 
sacraments,  since  they  did  not  commence  with  the  christ- 
ian  dispensation,  nor  issue  from  the  authority  of  Christ, 
as  Head  of  the  church.  The  sacraments  properly  christ- 
ian,  undoubtedly  belong  to  the  kingdom  of  God;  a  phrase 
which  is  constantly  employed  in  scripture  to  denote  that 
state  of  things  which  is  placed  under  the  avowed  admin 
istration  of  the  Messiah,  and  which  consequently  could 
not  precede  his  personal  appearance.  But  during  his 
residence  on  earth,  until  his  resurrection,  this  kingdom  is 
uniformly  represented  as  future,  though  near  at  hand. 
Even  after  John's  imprisonment,  the  language  which  he 
held  respecting  that  object  is  the  same:  "The  time  is 
fulfilled,  and  the  kingdom  of  God  is  at  hand ;  repent  ye, 
and  believe  the  gospel  ;"*  which  is  also  the  precise  intel 
ligence  he  commanded  the  seventy  disciples  to  proclaim,t 
a  little  before  his  decease.  He  was  inaugurated  into  his 
office  at  his  baptism,  till  which  period  he  remained  in 
the  obscurity  of  private  life,  at  the  utmost  remove  from 
assuming  a  legislative  character. 

An  attention  to  the  general  history  of  the  period  to 
which  these  transactions  refer,  will  conduct  us  to  the 
same  conclusion.  When  we  consider  the  great  popularity 
attached  to  the  ministry  of  the  forerunner,  and  the  gen 
eral  submission  of  the  Jewish  people  to  his  doctrine,  it  is 
in  the  highest  degree  improbable,  that  of  the  three  thou 
sand  who  were  added  by  St.  Peter  to  the  church  on  one 
day,  there  were  none  who  had  been  previously  his  disci 
ples  :  this  incredible  supposition  is  reduced  to  an  impos 
sibility,  when  we  recollect,  that  of  the  twelve  apostles, 
two  are  actually  affirmed  by  an  evangelist  to  have  been 
of  that  number.  But  as  it  is  universally  admitted,  that 
they  who  were  savingly  convinced  of  the  truth  of  Christ 
ianity  after  the  Pentecost,  were  baptized  on  that  occasion, 
what  conclusion  can  be  more  inevitable,  than  that  the 
rite  administered  by  the  harbinger  of  our  Lord,  was 
essentially  distinct  from  the  Christian  ordinance  ? 

To  conclude  this  branch,  of  the  subject ;  the  Acts  of 
the  Apostles  furnish  us  with  a  decisive  instance  of  an 
*  Mark  i.  15.  f  Luke  x.  9. 
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apostle's  rebaptizing  certain  disciples  of  John  at  Ephesus , 
but,  as  we  shall  have  occasion  hereafter  to  examine  that 
incident  more  fully,  in  reply  to  the  evasions  of  the  author 
of  the  Plea,  I  shall  content  myself  at  present  with  barely 
referring  to  it. 

Such  are  the  principal  grounds  on  which  we  have 
ventured  to  assert  the  fundamental  disparity  betwixt  the 
baptism  of  John  and  the  Christian  institute. 

We  now  proceed  to  notice  the  manner  in  which  the 
author  of  the  Plea  for  Primitive  Communion  attempts 
to  evade  these  arguments. 

I.  He  endeavours  to  invalidate  the  assertion  that 
John's  commission  did  not  originate  in  the  command  of 
Christ,  or  that  he,  on  any  occasion,  ascribes  his  mission 
to  the  Father,  in  distinction  from  the  Son.  The  author 
of  Terms  of  Communion  is  charged  with  representing 
"  John  as  uniformly  doing  that  of  which  there  is  no  de 
cisive  evidence  he  ever  did  at  all ;  that  is,  ascribe  his 
commission  to  the  Father,  in  distinction  from  the  Son."* 

"We  should  have  supposed  that  when  the  origin  of  a 
certain  proceeding  is  constantly  assigned  to  one  agent, 
and  no  notice  is  taken  of  another,  there  is  no  impropriety 
in  affirming  that  the  proceeding  in  question  is  ascribed 
to  him  who  is  mentioned,  in  distinction  from  him  who  is 
not.  But  let  the  scripture  speak  for  itself,  and  let  the 
reader  judge  whether  John  did,  or  did  not,  ascribe  his 
commission  to  the  Father,  in  distinction  from  any  other 
person.  "  He  who  sent  me  to  baptize,"  said  he,  "  the 
same  said  unto  me,  He  on  whom  thou  shalt  see  the 
Spirit  descending  and  abiding  on  him,  He  it  is  who 
shall  baptize  in  the  Holy  Ghost  and  in  fire."t  Here  the 
personage  speaking  distinguishes  himself  from  the  Mes 
siah,  as  clearly  as  words  can  distinguish  him,  for  he 
speaks  of  Christ  in  the  third  person,  while  he  himself  is 
denoted  by  the  first :  and  so  uniform  is  the  language  of 
scripture  on  this  subject,  that  not  a  syllable  is  to  be 
found  in  which  the  mission  of  John  is  ascribed  to  any 
other  person  than  the  Father. 

*  Plea  for  Primitive  Communion,  p.  21 
f  John  i.  33.    See  the  original. 
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But  to  ascribe  any  operation  whatever  to  the  Father 
in  distinction  from  the  Son,  this  writer  contends,  is  in 
consistent  with  the  belief  of  the  ineffable  union  which 
subsists  betwixt  those  divine  personages.*  "  "Will  those," 
he  asks,  "  who  believe  the  ineffable  union  of  the  Father 
and  the  Son,  be  disposed  to  conclude  from  this  text  that 
John  derived  his  authority  from  the  Father,  to  the  ex 
clusion  of  the  Son  ?"  To  which  I  reply,  that,  believing 
firmly  as  himself,  that  there  is  such  a  union  subsisting 
betwixt  the  personages  in  the  blessed  Godhead  as  con 
stitutes  them  one  living  and  true  God,  instead  of  infer 
ring  from  thence,  the  impropriety  of  distinguishing  their 
operations,  it  has  always  appeared  to  me,  that  the  chief 
advantage  resulting  from  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  is, 
that  it  facilitates  our  conception  of  the  plan  of  redemp 
tion,  in  which  each  of  these  glorious  persons  is  repre 
sented  as  assuming  distinct,  though  harmonious,  offices 
and  functions  ;  the  Father  originating,  so  to  speak,  the 
Son  executing,  and  the  Spirit  applying  the  several  parts 
of  that  stupendous  scheme.  The  Father,  accordingly,  is 
uniformly  asserted  to  have  sent  the  Sou,  the  Son  to  have 
assumed  the  office  of  Mediator,  and  the  Spirit  to  be  im 
parted  by  both,  to  enlighten  and  sanctify  the  elect  people 
of  God.  If  we  suffer  ourselves  to  lose  sight  of  such  an 
application  of  the  doctrine,  it  subsides  into  barren  and 
useless  speculation.  And  are  we  to  be  told  that  such  is 
the  ineffable  union  betwixt  the  Father  and  the  Son,  that 
the  distinct  exercise  of  these  functions  is  an  impossibility? 
"We  should  have  supposed  that  the  act  of  sending,  at 
least,  might  be  safely  ascribed  to  the  Father,  in  distinc 
tion  from  the  Son  ;  unless,  perhaps,  this  author,  in  the 
plenitude  of  his  subtlety,  has  discovered  a  method  by 
which  a  person  may  send  himself.  In  spite  of  attempts 
to  bewilder  the  plain  reader  by  unmeaning  abstractions, 
it  will  remain  a  palpable  fact,  that  John's  commission  is 
ascribed  to  the  Father,  and  to  him  alone  ;  and  that  hav 
ing  originated  before  our  Saviour  assumed  the  legislative 
function,  it  is  in  no  respect  entitled  to  be  considered  as 

*  Plea  for  Primitive  Communion,  p.  21. 
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a  Christian  institute.  In  addition  to  which  we  haye  only 
to  remark,  that  to  insist  upon  deriving  John's  mission 
from  our  Lord,  is  to  implicate  him  in  the  charge  of  em 
ploying  a  collusive  mode  of  reasoning.  In  reproving  the 
unbelief  of  the  Jews,  he  observes  that  "  he  did  not  bear 
witness  of  himself ;"  for  had  he  done  so,  "  his  witness 
had  not  been  true,"  in  other  words,  not  entitled  to  credit: 
but  he  adds,  "  there  is  another  that  beareth  witness  of 
me,  and  I  know  that  which  he  witnesseth  of  me  is  true, 
Ye  sent  unto  John,  and  he  bore  witness  to  the  truth."* 
But  if  the  person  to  whose  testimony  he  appeals  in  proof 
of  his  mission,  was  sent  by  himself,  where  is  the  force  of 
this  reasoning,  or  what  difference  in  point  of  credibility 
is  there,  betwixt  his  bearing  witness  of  himself,  and  his 
prompting  another  to  do  it  for  him  ? 

II.  The  author  of  the  Plea  next  endeavours  to  show 
the  identity  of  the  qualifications  demanded  by  the  fore 
runner  of  our  Lord,  with  those  which  were  demanded 
by  his  apostles  after  the  day  of  Pentecost.  After  ob 
jecting  to  the  accuracy  of  my  statement  on  that  article, 
without  attempting  to  point  out  in  what  its  incorrectness 
consists,  he  proceeds  to  remark,  that,  allowing  it  to  be 
unexceptionably  just,  it  will  prove  that  the  requisitions 
which  were  supposed  to  be  different,  coalesce  into  one 
and  the  same  thing.  The  reason  he  adduces  is  the  fol 
lowing  :  "  As  both  John  and  the  apostles  are  described 
as  demanding  faith,  so  that  faith  is  to  have  the  same 
object,  and  to  be  connected  with  the  same  facts  in  rela 
tion  to  that  object,  only  some  of  these  facts  John's  dis 
ciples  were  to  view  as  approaching ;  while  the  faith  of 
those  baptized  by  the  apostles,  embraced  them  as  having 
actually  occurred;  for  the  great  events  respecting  the 
Messiah,  as  boldly  appealed  to  faith  when  only  occupy 
ing  the  prophetic  page,  as  they  do  now  they  are  become 
interesting  details  in  the  evangelical  history."  t 

It  will  be  freely  admitted  that  the  Saviour  of  the 
world  is,  in  every  period,  and  under  every  economy,  the 

*  John  v.  31—33. 

f  Plea  for  Primitive  Communion,  p.  23. 
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sole  object  of  saving  faith  ;  but  to  infer  from  hence,  that 
the  profession  which  John  demanded  was  an  appendage 
of  the  dispensation  introduced  on  the  day  of  Pentecost, 
would  equally  demonstrate  the  Levitical  ceremonies  to 
belong  to  it,  and  would  thus  carry  back  the  Christian 
dispensation  to  the  time  of  Moses.  The  next  assertion, 
"  that  the  belief  of  the  same  facts  was  required  in  the 
former  instance  as  in  the  latter,"  is  palpably  absurd,  as 
well  as  the  reason  assigned,  which  is,  that  they  were 
foretold  by  the  ancient  prophets,  and  "  that  prophecy  as 
boldly  appealed  to  faith  as  the  narrative  of  the  evange 
list."  Every  one  must  perceive,  that  if  there  is  any  force 
in  this  argument,  it  will  prove  that  whatever  was  pre 
dicted  of  the  Messiah  must  have  been  distinctly  under 
stood  and  firmly  embraced  by  the  disciples  of  the  fore 
runner,  as  an  essential  prerequisite  to  the  reception  of 
baptism ;  since  whatever  was  thus  predicted  was  unques 
tionably  presented  as  the  object  of  faith ;  the  place  of 
his  birth,  his  vicarious  suffering,  his  resurrection,  the 
spiritual  nature  of  his  kingdom,  his  rejection  by  the  Jews, 
and  the  triumphant  progress  of  the  gospel  amongst  the 
Gentiles,  with  an  infinite  number  of  other  particulars, 
were  attested  by  the  prophets.  But  will  this  author 
contend  that  all  these  circumstances  were  understood  by 
John's  converts,  at  a  time  when  the  immediate  disciples 
of  our  Lord  were  intoxicated  with  the  hopes  of  an  earthly 
kingdom,  and  totally  unapprised  of  their  Master's  death? 
Or  will  he  condescend  to  inform  us  on  what  principle  so 
much  more  was  requisite  to  constitute  a  disciple  of  John 
than  an  apostle  of  the  Lord  ?  Had  it  been  a  question  of 
duty,  instead  of  an  inquiry  into  matter  of  fact,  no  diffi 
culty  would  have  been  felt  in  acknowledging  the  justice 
of  the  rebuke  which  the  apostles  received  for  their  hard 
ness  of  heart,  in  not  opening  their  minds  more  freely  to 
the  true  interpretation  of  scripture.  A  cloud  of  carnal 
pnjudices  undoubtedly  eclipsed  a  considerable  portion  of 
revealed  truth  ;  though,  with  the  best  dispositions,  much 
must  have  remained  obscure  till  the  ancient  prophecies 
were  fulfilled.  Previous  to  that  period,  if  we  listen  to 
the  inspired  writers,  instead  of  the  author  of  the  Plea, 
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neither  'the  prophets  understood  their  own  predictions, 
nor  the  apostles  their  true  interpretation.  To  apply 
revelation  in  its  utmost  exteni,  without  the  smallest 
allowance  for  the  inevitable  involutions  of  prophecy,  as 
a  criterion  of  the  portion  of  knowledge  actually  pos 
sessed  by  the  successive  generations  of  the  faithful,  is  a 
mode  of  reasoning  peculiar  to  this  writer.  We  possess 
in  the  Apocalypse,  a  series  of  prophecies  extending  to 
the  consummation  of  all  things,  a  large  portion  of  which. 
is  confessedly  involved  in  obscurity  ;  but  what  opinion 
should  we  entertain  of  the  sagacity  of  him,  who,  at  a 
period  subsequent  to  their  accomplishment,  should  con 
tend  that  we  of  this  age  must  necessarily  have  been 
apprised  of  the  events  which  they  foretold,  solely  on  the 
ground  of  their  being  the  subject  of  prophecy  ?  Such  a 
reasoner  will  be  the  properest  person  to  write  a  sequel  to 
the  Plea  for  Primitive  Communion. 

The  author  has  been  betrayed  into  these  absurdities, 
by  confounding  together  two  things  totally  distinct—  a 
sincere  belief  in  the  truth  of  inspiration,  with  an  explicit 
knowledge  of  its  contents.  The  prophets  were  invested 
with  credentials  which  entitled  them  to  the  profound 
submission  of  mankind  ;  but  to  receive  their  predictions 
as  the  word  of  God,  is  one  thing,  and  so  to  penetrate 
their  scope  and  intention  as  to  be  in  possession  of  pre 
cisely  the  same  facts,  and  acquainted  with  the  same 
truths,  with  those  who  lived  to  witness  their  accomplish 
ment,  is  another.  All  good  men  equally  possessing  the 
former,  had  the  same  spirit  of  faith  ;  while,  with  respect 
to  the  latter,  the  situation  of  the  hearers  of  the  prophets 
under  the  law,  and  of  the  apostolic  converts  under  the 
gospel,  was  most  dissimilar.  It  is  certain,  from  the 
eulogiums  bestowed  upon  John,  that  his  attainments  in 
religious  knowledge  surpassed  the  highest  of  those  of 
his  predecessors;  yet  we  are  informed  from  the  same 
authority,  that  the  least  in  the  kingdom  of  heaven  is 
greater  than  he.  But  in  what  is  this  superiority,  so 
universally  ascribed  to  Christians,  to  be  placed,  except 
in  an  acquaintance  with  the  facts  attested  after  the 
day  of  Pentecost,  and  a  knowledge  of  the  mysteries 
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with  which  they  are  inseparably  allied  ?  These,  how 
ever,  form  the  very  core  and  substance  of  the  aposto 
lical  testimony,  the  unshaken  profession  of  which  was 
the  indispensable  condition  of  baptism ;  and  among  the 
foremost  and  most  fundamental  of  these  are  the  vica 
rious  death  and  resurrection  of  our  Lord,  which  we 
are  compelled  by  their  own  testimony  to  believe  were 
most  remote  from  the  previous  expectation  and  belief 
of  the  apostles.  Christian  baptism  is  the  "  answer  of 
a  good  conscience  towards  God,  by  the  resurrection  of 
Jesus  Christ."* 

In  order  to  demonstrate  the  equality  of  the  requi 
sitions  of  John  with  those  of  the  apostles,  this  writer 
has  attempted  to  exhibit  them  in  opposite  columns. 
These  columns,  however,  are  not  very  majestic,  nor 
very  uniform,  including  only  three  passages  on  one 
side,  and  four  on  the  other.  Two  remarks  may  be 
amply  sufficient  to  counteract  the  effect  of  a  device 
which  is  addressed  to  the  eyes  rather  than  to  the  under 
standing.  The  first  is,  that  the  explicit  testimony  which 
the  harbinger  bore  to  the  character  of  our  Lord,  after 
his  baptism,  is  adduced  without  the  slightest  advert 
ence  to  the  distinction  of  times,  as  a  proof  of  the  man 
ner  in  which  he  first  announced  his  commission ;  but 
as  his  knowledge  of  the  person  of  the  Messiah,  we 
learn  from  his  own  declaration,  was  subsequent  to  that 
event,  his  language  must  necessarily  have  been  modi 
fied  by  that  circumstance.  The  second  is,  that  we 
have  no  more  reason  to  suppose  that  his  disciples  com 
prehended  the  true  import  of  his  instructions,  or  that 
they  interpreted  them  aright,  than  that  the  immediate 
disciples  of  our  Lord  understood  similar  declarations  of 
their  Master ;  from  whom,  we  are  infallibly  certain,  the 
stiblimest  part  of  his  teaching  was  hid,  until  it  was  elu 
cidated  by  events.  And  what  but  a  blind  attachment 
to  hypothesis  can  obviate  the  suspicion  that  the  followers 
of  John  were  in  the  same  predicament,  unless  we  are 
prepared  to  affirm,  either  that  they  were  the  apter  scho- 

*  1  Peter  Hi.  21. 
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lars,  or  had  the  more  skilful  master  ?  As  this  Avriter 
lately  applied  the  ample  volume  of  prophecy  as  a  cri 
terion  to  ascertain  the  minimum,  or  lowest  measure  of 
knowledge  requisite  to  constitute  a  disciple  of  John, 
so  he  now,  with  equal  propriety,  puts  together  all  the 
scattered  sayings  of  that  great  prophet,  for  the  same 
purpose.  If  this  be  admitted  in  the  case  of  the  forerun 
ner,  it  can,  with  no  consistency,  be  withheld  in  the 
instance  of  our  Lord;  and  by  measuring  the  actual 
attainments  of  the  apostles  by  the  extent  of  his  instruc 
tions,  we  shall  find  them  little  less  enlightened  and  in 
telligent  after  his  resurrection,  than  they  were  before  that 
event.  The  fact,  however,  is  far  otherwise. 

It  requires  little  penetration  to  perceive  that  the  true 
method  of  ascertaining  (as  far  as  it  is  practicable)  the 
essential  qualifications  of  John's  candidates,  is,  not  so 
much  to  consult  detached  sentences  recorded  of  his  mi 
nistry,  as  the  actual  state  of  religious  knowledge  at  that 
period,  the  known  attainments  of  the  apostles,  and  above 
all,  the  language  he  is  affirmed  to  have  uttered,  at  the 
moment  he  was  celebrating  his  peculiar  rite. 

Whatever  ideas  he  himself  might  affix  to  the  terms 
"  Lamb  of  God,"  and  "  Son  of  God,"  which  it  may  not 
be  easy  exactly  to  determine,  we  may  be  certain  that  his 
followers  did  not  comprehend  their  true  import,  because 
the  apostles  themselves  were,  long  after,  ignorant  of  the 
principal  fact,  or  doctrine,  denoted  by  the  first  of  these 
appellations ;  and,  therefore,  to  introduce  these  passages, 
as  this  writer  has  done,  with  a  design  to  insinuate  that 
they  conveyed  to  the  mind  precisely  the  same  impression 
as  at  present,  is  to  presume  too  much  on  the  simplicity  of 
the  reader.  He  should  have  been  aware,  that  few  are  so 
bereft  of  the  power  of  recollection,  as  to  be  incapable  of 
detecting  such  flimsy  sophistry. 

Aware  that  confidence  is  contagious,  he  uniformly 
abounds  in  that  quality  in  exact  proportion  to  the  weak 
ness  of  his  proofs.  Of  this,  the  following  passage  exhi 
bits  an  egregious  example  : — After  surveying  his  columns 
with  a  complacency  not  unlike  the  restorer  of  Babylon, 
he  triumphantly  exclaims,  "  Even  prejudice  itself  might 
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be  expected  to  acknowledge,  that  so  far  from  any  ma- 
terial  variation  between  John  and  the  apostles,  in  intro 
ducing  their  respective  candidates  to  baptism,  they  made 
a  near  approach  to  a  syllabic  agreement."* 

To  say  nothing  at  present  of  the  name  of  Jesus,  a  point 
we  shall  have  occasion  to  discuss  hereafter,  did  John  re 
quire  of  his  candidates  a  profession  of  their  belief  in 
Christ's  death,  resurrection,  and  ascension  ?  If  he  did, 
he  was  a  superior  teacher  to  his  Master,  and  his  disciples 
greater  proficients  than  the  apostles ;  a  proposition  which, 
however  "  boldly  it  may  appeal  to  our  faith,"  it  is  hard  to 
digest.  If,  on  the  contrary,  he  acknowledges  that  a  be 
lief  of  these  facts  was  not  required  by  John  as  the  condi 
tion  of  baptism,  while  it  unquestionably  was  of  the  apos 
tolic  converts,  what  becomes  of  this  syllabic  agreement  ? 
and  what  temerity,  not  to  say  impiety,  to  represent  these 
stupendous  events,  the  death  and  resurrection  of  the 
Saviour,  which  involve  the  destinies  of  the  human  race, 
the  incessant  theme  of  the  apostolic  ministry,  the  basis  of 
hope,  the  pillar,  not  the  miserable  columns  of  a  page,  but 
the  column  which  props  and  supports  a  sinking  universe, 
an  affair  of  syllables,  so  that  whether  they  are  omitted  or 
included,  there  exists  a  syllabic  agreement ! 

Justly  apprehensive  of  fatiguing  the  attention  of  the 
reader,  the  author  cannot  prevail  on  himself  to  dismiss 
this  branch  of  the  subject  without  bestowing  a  word 
more  on  the  fallacious  medium  of  proof  employed  in  this 
instance  by  the  writer  of  the  Plea.  Prophecy,  he  in 
forms  us,  as  "  boldly  appealed  to  faith"  as  history ;  from 
which  the  only  legitimate  inference  is,  that  the  disciple 
of  revelation  is  as  much  under  obligation  to  give  implicit 
credit  to  the  prophets,  as  to  the  evangelists.  His  infer 
ence,  however,  is,  that  the  precise  measure  of  informa 
tion  yielded  by  the  historian,  must  of  necessity  be  pos 
sessed  by  the  student  of  prophecy ;  than  which  nothing 
is  more  absurd  and  untenable.  To  reason  in  this  man 
ner  is,  in  the  first  place,  to  forget  the  prodigious  disparity 
in  point  of  perspicuity  betwixt  the  respective  sources  of 
*  Plea  for  Primitive  Communion,  p.  24. 
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information ;  and,  secondly,  in  opposition  to  the  decisive 
and  repeated  testimonies  of  inspiration,  to  presume  that 
good  men  have  uniformly  exerted  the  ardour,  impartiality, 
and  diligence,  in  the  pursuit  of  truth,  to  which  it  is  just 
ly  entitled.  Besides,  when  it  is  asserted  that  the  pro 
phetic  page  "  as  boldly  appeals  to  faith,  as  the  details  of 
evangelical  history,"  an  ambiguity  lurks  in  the  word 
appeal,  as  well  suited  to  the  purposes  of  sophistry,  as  it 
is  unfavourable  to  the  enunciation  of  truth.  It  may 
either  mean  that  it  demands  the  same  credit  with  histori 
cal  details,  or  that  it  imposes  an  obligation  to  believe  the 
same  facts,  and  to  penetrate  the  same  mysteries.  In  the 
former  sense  the  assertion  is  true,  but  foreign  to  the  pur 
pose  ;  in  the  latter  it  is  palpably  false  ;  at  once  repugnant 
to  the  nature  of  things  as  well  as  to  the  plainest  fact. 
Many  of  the  most  important  predictions  were  involved  in 
a  total  obscurity ;  others  were  designed  to  excite  a  vague 
but  elevated  expectation,  without  ascertaining  the  fea 
tures  of  a  future  event ;  none  were  designed  to  make 
that  clear  and  determinate  impression  upon  the  spirit, 
which  is  effected  by  their  accomplishment.  From  the 
necessary  obscurity  of  prophecy,  combined  with  the  ignor 
ance  and  prejudice  which  obstruct  its  operation,  it  is  im 
possible,  in  any  case,  by  appealing  to  a  prediction  to 
ascertain  the  sentiments  entertained  even  by  good  men 
antecedently  to  its  fulfilment.  The  only  clew  to  conduct 
us  in  this  inquiry,  is  derived  from  the  assertions  of  the 
evangelists,  which  as  clearly  confute  the  vain  surmises 
and  conjectures  of  this  writer  as  if  they  had  been  record 
ed  for  that  purpose. 

The  word  faith,  to  the  illiterate  reader,  is  almost  sure 
to  suggest  all  the  sentiments  and  ideas  with  which  the 
gospel  has  made  him  familiar ;  and  when  we  attempt  to 
limit  its  objects  by  an  impartial  appeal  to  the  actual  state 
of  religious  knowledge  before  the  coming  of  Christ,  he 
feels  himself  confounded  and  amazed.  His  exclusive 
acquaintance  with  the  present  disqualifies  him  for  tran 
sporting  himself  into  past  ages,  and  conceiving  the  ideas 
and  sentiments  prevalent  in  a  situation  so  dissimilar.  To 
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do  justice  to  the  author  of  the  Plea,  it  must  be  acknow 
ledged,  he  has  shown  no  inconsiderable  skill  in  availing 
himself  of  this  prejudice. 

What  were  the  precise  views  entertained  by  the  true 
Israel,  of  the  offices  of  the  Messiah,  and  of  the  work  of 
redemption,  previously  to  the  Christian  a?ra,  is  one  of  the 
most  curious  and  intricate  questions  of  theology.  With 
out  attempting  its  solution,  the  writer  of  these  lines  may 
be  permitted  to  remark  that  the  Jewish  belief  was  pro 
bably  much  more  defective,  and  differed  much  farther 
from  the  Christian,  than  has  usually  been  suspected.  The 
ignorance  of  the  apostles,  till  after  the  resurrection,  is  a 
fundamental  fact,  a  datum,  which  should  never  be  lost 
sight  of  in  this  inquiry.  It  is  not  necessary,  however,  to 
assume  it  as  a  standard  by  which  to  regulate  our  estimate 
of  every  preceding  degree  of  information.  For  when  we 
recollect  the  long  suspension  of  prophetic  gifts  in  the 
Jewish  church,  the  withdrawment  of  the  Urim  and 
Thummim,  the  extinction,  in  its  sensible  effects  at  least, 
of  the  theocracy,  the  intermixture  of  Jews  and  Gentiles, 
inseparable  from  the  introduction  of  a  pagan  government, 
the  influence  of  oriental  philosophy,  the  division  of  the 
people  into  sects,  and  the  extreme  profligacy  and  corrup 
tion  of  manners  prevalent  at  the  time  of  our  Lord's  nati 
vity,  it  will  probably  appear  to  have  been  the  darkest 
period  the  church  had  experienced — resembling  that  por 
tion  of  the  natural  day  which  immediately  precedes  the 
dawn,  \vhen  the  nocturnal  light  is  extinguished,  and  the 
reflection  of  a  brighter  luminary  not  commenced. 

But  with  all  the  consideration  due  to  these  circum 
stances,  (and  probably  much  is  due,)  there  is  still  reason 
to  suspect  that  the  average  degree  of  knowledge  which 
divines  have  been  accustomed  to  ascribe  to  Jewish 
believers,  has  been  overrated.  From  the  typical  institu 
tion  of  piacular  sacrifices,  pointing  to  the  great  propitiar 
tion,  it  has  been  confidently  concluded,  that  in  them 
believers  distinctly  recognised  the  mystery  of  atonement, 
by  the  blood  of  Christ.  But  supposing  such  to  have 
been  the  fact,  how  shall  we  account  for  that  doctrine 
occupying  so  small  a  portion  of  the  succeeding  prophecies ; 

VOL.  in.  L 
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or  for  its  so  completely  vanishing  from  the  national  creed, 
that  the  crucifixion  of  Christ  afterwards  became  a  stumb 
ling  block  to  the  Jews,  not  less  than  foolishness  to  the 
Gentiles?  A  doctrine  so  congenial  to  the  feelings  of 
penitent  devotion,  involving  the  primary  basis  of  hope, 
had  it  once  been  embraced,  would  undoubtedly  have  been 
inculcated  with  the  utmost  care,  and  transmitted  to  the 
posterity  of  the  faithful  in  uninterrupted  succession, 
instead  of  being  suffered  to  fall  into  such  oblivion  that 
at  the  time  of  the  Saviour  s  advent  every  trace  of  it  had 
disappeared.  While  Christianity  subsists,  we  entertain 
no  apprehension  of  this  great  doctrine  falling  into  neglect ; 
its  intrinsic  evidence  and  importance  will  perpetuate  it, 
unquestionably,  amidst  all  the  fluctuations  of  systems 
and  opinions ;  and  by  parity  of  reason,  its  clear  enun 
ciation  to  the  Jewish  church,  must  have  been  productive 
of  similar  effects. 

If  we  read  the  ancient  prophecies  with  attention,  we 
shall  perceive,  that  the  atonement  made  by  the  Saviour 
is  scarcely  exhibited  in  a  single  passage,  except  in  the 
fifty-third  of  Isaiah,  with  respect  to  which  the  Ethiopian 
eunuch  was  at  a  loss  to  determine  whether  the  "  prophet 
spoke  of  himself,  or  of  some  other  man :"  we  shall  per 
ceive  that  in  the  practical  and  devotional  books,  such  as 
the  Psalms,  the  promise  of  pardon  to  the  penitent  and 
of  favour  to  the  righteous,  are  expressly  and  repeatedly 
propounded,  though  witfc  respect  to  the  medium  of 
acceptance,  a  profound  silence  is  maintained.  But  how 
this  is  consistent  with  the  supposed  knowledge  of  that 
medium,  it  is  not  easy  to  discover.  The  habitual  reserve 
on  this  subject  maintained  by  the  writers  of  the  Old 
Testament,  compared  to  its  constant  inculcation  in  the 
New,  forms  the  grand  distinction  betwixt  these  respective 
portions  of  revelation  ;  clearly  evincing  the  truth  of  the 
apostle's  assertion,  that  "  the  way  into  the  holiest  was  not 
made  manifest"  while  the  ancient  sanctuary  subsisted. 

It  will  perhaps  be  replied — Are  we  then  to  renounce 
the  notion  of  the  typical  nature  of  sacrificial  rites,  and, 
in  contradiction  to  the  author  of  the  Epistle  to  the 
Hebrews,  to  assert  that  they  bore  no  reference  to  the 
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great  propitiation  ?     Nothing  is  more  foreign  from  the 
purpose  of  these  remarks. 

That  the  ceremonial  law  was  a  prefiguration  of  good 
things  to  come,  and  owed  its  validity  and  efficacy  entirely 
to  the  analogy  which  it  bore  to  the  true  sacrifice,  is  placed 
beyond  all  reasonable  controversy.  All  that  is  contended 
for  is,  that  the  reference  which  it  bore  was  not  understood, 
during  the  subsistence  of  that  economy ;  that  it  is  not  to 
be  considered  as  an  interpretation  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
atonement,  so  much  as  a  sort  of  temporary  substitute  for 
that  discovery,  and  that  it  was  a  system  of  ciphers,  or 
symbols,  the  true  interpretation  of  which  was  reserved 
to  a  future  period.  It  is  no  more  essential  to  the  existence 
of  a  type  that  its  import  be  understood  before  it  is  veri 
fied,  than  it  is  essential  to  prophecy  that  its  just  inter 
pretation  be  comprehended  before  it  is  fulfilled.  If  we 
consider  the  benefit  derived  to  the  ancient  church,  from 
prophecy  in  its  strictest  sense,  we  shall  find  it  consisted 
not  in  making  men  prophets,  or  enabling  them  to  foretel 
future  events,  but  rather  in  maintaining  high  and  conso 
latory  views  of  the  providence  and  the  attributes  of  God, 
accompanied  with  a  firm  but  humble  assurance  of  his 
gracious  interposition  in  their  concerns. 

A  general  expectation  of  the  Messiah's  advent,  as  of 
some  glorious  and  divine  personage,  who  would  bestow 
the  highest  spiritual  and  temporal  felicity,  without 
descending  to  details,  or  foreseeing  the  precise  method  by 
which  his  interposition  was  to'  become  effectual,  appears 
to  have  nearly  bounded  the  views  of  such  as  "  waited  for 
the  consolation  of  Israel."  Thus  vague  and  general,  at 
least,  were  the  expectations  of  the  faithful  at  the  time  of 
his  appearance  :  to  suppose  they  were  ever  materially 
different,  is  a  gratuitous  supposition,  totally  devoid  of 
proof. 

In  discussing  this  point,  it  is  expedient  to  distinguish 
betwixt  the  fact,  and  the  doctrine  of  the  atonement. 
The  aspect  of  the  atonement  of  God  considered  as  a 
transaction  is  towards  God ;  considered  as  a  doctrine, 
towards  man.  Viewed  in  the  former  light,  its  operation 
is  essential,  unchangeable,  eternal — "  He  was  the  Lamb 
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slain  from  the  foundation  of  the  world."  Considered  in 
the  latter,  its  operation  is  moral,  and  therefore  subject  to 
all  the  varieties  incident  to  human  nature.  The  cross* 
considered  as  the  meritorious  basis  of  acceptance,  the  only 
real  satisfaction  for  sin,  is  the  centre  around  which  all 
the  purposes  of  mercy  to  fallen  man  have  continued  to 
revolve  :  fixed  and  determined  in  the  council  of  God,  it 
operated  as  the  grand  consideration  in  the  divine  mind, 
on  which  salvation  was  awarded  to  penitent  believers  in 
the  earliest  ages,  as  it  will  continue  to  operate  in  the  same 
manner  to  the  latest  boundaries  of  time.  Hence  it  is 
manifest  that  this  great  transaction  could  admit  of  no 
substitute.  But  that  discovery  of  it,  which  constitutes 
the  doctrine  of  the  atonement,  though  highly  important, 
is  not  of  equal  necessity.  Its  moral  impression,  its  bene 
ficial  effects  on  the  mind,  were  capable  of  being  secured 
by  the  institution  of  sacrifice,  though  in  an  inferior 
degree ;  while  the  oifender,  by  confessing  his  sins  over 
the  head  of  the  victim,  which  he  afterwards  slew,  dis 
tinctly  recognised  his  guilt,  his  just  exposure  to  destruc 
tion,  and  his  exclusive  reliance  on  divine  mercy. 

By  such  elements  of  penitential  sorrow,  and  humble 
submission,  accompanied  with  a  general  expectation  of  a 
Messiah,  devout  worshippers  were  prepared  for  the  recep 
tion  of  the  sublimer  mysteries  of  the  gospel ;  and  thus 
"  the  law  became  a  schoolmaster  to  lead  them  to  Christ." 

When  St.  Paul  asserts  that  the  same  law  was  a  sha 
dow  of  "  good  things  to  come,  and  not  the  very  image  of 
those  things,"  he  clearly  intimates  an  essential  difference 
between  the  two  economies,  and  that  the  Mosaic  did  not 
afford  that  acquaintance  with  the  method  of  pardon  and 
reconcilement,  which  constitutes  the  distinguishing  glory 
of  the  gospel.  But  if  the  Levitical  sacrifices  instructed 
the  pious  Jew  in  the  doctrine  of  vicarious  atonement  as 
it  is  now  exhibited,  they  were  already  possessed  of  the 
substance,  and  the  law  could  with  no  propriety  be  styled 
a  schoolmaster  intended  to  lead  them  to  Christ  who  had 
already  arrived  thither. 

The  passage  to  which  we  have  already  adverted,  which 
affirms  that  the  way  into  the  holiest  of  all  was  not  made 
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manifest  during  the  continuance  of  the  first  tabernacle, 
merits  attentive  consideration.  From  this  and  other  sim 
ilar  passages,  many  of  the  fathers  were  led  to  infer  that 
the  souls  of  departed  saints  were  not  immediately  re 
ceived  at  death  into  the  beatific  vision,  but  waited  for 
their  future  crowns  till  the  general  resurrection,  while 
some  of  them  were  permitted  to  accompany  our  Saviour 
at  his  ascension,  as  trophies  of  his  victory  over  the  last 
enemy.  As  this  is  a  notion  which,  it  is  probable,  few  at 
present  will  be  disposed  to  embrace,  so  it  was  the  neces 
sary  result  of  interpreting  the  words  in  too  absolute  a 
sense,  and  of  transferring  to  the  objects  themselves  what 
may  with  more  propriety  be  referred  to  the  conception 
entertained  of  those  objects.  Chrysostom  paraphrases 
the  text  by  remarking,  that  the  way  into  the  holiest,  or 
into  heaven,  was  (agarog)  inaccessible  :  St.  Paul  merely 
affirms  that  it  was  not  made  manifest.  Distinct  from 
these  two  interpretations  it  seems  impossible  to  find  a 
third :  the  words  must  either  intend  that  the  way  itself 
was  not  opened,  or  that  the  knowledge  of  it  was  not 
communicated,  wrhich  is  equivalent  to  asserting  that  the 
doctrine  of  the  vicarious  sacrifice  of  Christ  was  reserved 
to  be  developed  in  a  future  day. 

If  the  justice  of  these  observations  be  admitted,  the 
situation  of  Jewish  believers  will  appear  indeed  to  have 
been  far  removed  from  that  of  Christians,  and  the  gospt I 
dispensation  will  derive  a  prodigious  accession  of  splen 
dour  from  the  comparison.  It  will  be  seen  that  they 
were  "  shut  up,"  to  use  the  language  of  inspiration,  unto 
the  faith  to  be  revealed,  that  their  state  was  compara 
tively  gloomy,  though  not  hopeless  ;  and  that  they  were 
upheld  by  general  assurances  of  divine  mercy,  confirmed 
by  the  acceptance  of  their  offerings  ;  while  they  possessed 
no  clear  and  distinct  conception  of  the  way  in  which  it 
would  be  displayed,  or  by  what  expedient  its  exercise 
could  be  rendered  consistent  with  the  immutable  holiness 
and  justice  of  the  divine  nature. 

"  Ibant  obscuri  sola  sub  nocte  per  umbras." 
Led  by  a  way  that  they  knew  not,  the  obscurity  with 
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which  they  were  surrounded  must  often  have  dismayed 
them ;  while  the  perturbations  of  conscience,  on  every 
recurrence  of  guilt,  would  clothe  the  last  enemy  with 
new  terrors,  and  deepen  the  shades  which  invest  the 
sepulchre.  Hence  arose  that  language  of  despondency 
uttered  by  Hezekiah,  David,  and  others  in  the  prospect 
of  dissolution,  together  with  the  gloomy  pictures  which 
they  frequently  draw  of  the  regions  beyond  the  grave, 
natural  to  such  as  were  "  all  their  life,  through  fear  of 
death,  subject  to  bondage."  Exposed  to  danger  from 
which  they  knew  no  definite  mode  of  escape,  and  placed 
on  the  confines  of  an  eternity  feebly  and  faintly  illumi 
nated,  they  had  no  other  resource  besides  an  implicit 
confidence  in  mysterious  mercy. 

But  notwithstanding  the  extreme  imperfection  of  their 
views,  inasmuch  as  they  cordially  embraced  the  promises 
of  God  in  the  proportion  in  which  they  were  then  pro 
pounded,  and  cherished  the  expectation  of  a  great  De 
liverer  in  the  person  of  the  Messiah,  they  possessed  the 
spirit  of  faith.  Genuine  faith,  considered  as  a  principle, 
is  characterized,  not  so  much  by  the  particular  truths 
which  it  embraces,  as  by  its  origin,  its  nature,  and  its 
effects.  When  St.  Paul  describes  the  faith  by  which  the 
elders  obtained  a  good  report,  he  refers  not  to  the  mys 
teries  of  the  gospel,  but  specifies  the  persuasion  that  the 
worlds  were  made,  or  created,  by  the  word  of  God,  in 
opposition  to  the  opinion  that  they  were  formed  out  of 
preexistent  matter,  which  universally  prevailed  in  pagan 
philosophy.  He  also  enumerates,  among  its  legitimate 
objects,  the  belief  "  that  God  is,  and  that  he  is  the  re- 
warder  of  such  as  diligently  seek  him ;"  and  whoever 
examines  with  attention  the  various  examples  which  he 
adduces  of  the  operation  of  that  principle,  must  be  con 
vinced  that  the  idea  of  a  vicarious  propitiation  is  not 
absolutely  essential  to  its  nature,  however  necessary  to 
salvation  it  has  become,  in  consequence  of  the  clear  reve 
lation  of  that  doctrine. 

Here,  then,  in  all  probability,  consists  the  peculiar 
glory  of  the  gospel,  in  contradistinction  from  the  econ 
omy  of  Moses,  that  it  deciphers  the  figures  of  the  law, 
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accomplishes  and  absorbs  every  purpose  of  its  sacrifices, 
and  dispels  the  obscurity  which  concealed  eternal  real 
ities,  by  placing  in  a  refulgent  light  that  great  mystery, 
hid  from  ages  and  generations,  "  by  which  God  can  be 
just,  and  yet  the  justifier  of  him  who  believeth  in 
Jesus."  Thus  the  rigour  and  reserve  which,  under  the 
ancient  economy,  generated  a  spirit  of  bondage,  is  ex 
changed  for  the  glorious  liberty  of  the  sons  of  God.  But 
it  is  tune  to  return  from  this  digression,  which,  though 
not  totally  irrelevant  to  the  subject,  has  diverted  the 
author's  attention  longer  than  he  intended  from  the  wri 
ter  of  the  Plea. 

III.  In  my  former  treatise,  the  omission  of  the  name 
of  Christ  in  the  baptism  of  John  was  urged  in  proof  of 
its  being  distinct  from  the  Christian  ordinance ;  on  the 
contrary,  in  the  total  absence  of  scriptural  evidence,  my 
opponent  contends  that  he  not  only  baptized  in  the  name 
of  Jesus,  but  also  in  that  of  the  Holy  Trinity.  Suppo 
sing  such  to  have  been  the  fact,  upon  what  principle  can 
we  account  for  the  silence  of  the  sacred  writer  on  so  im 
portant  a  particular?  for  that  it  was  important,  and 
would  have  contributed  more  to  elucidate  the  nature 
and  extent  of  his  mission  than  all  the  circumstances 
combined  which  they  have  thought  fit  to  record,  will 
scarcely  be  denied.  What  similar  example  occurs  in 
the  whole  series  of  scripture  history,  of  a  minute  and 
detailed  account  of  a  religious  ceremony,  in  which  the 
mention  of  its  most  essential  feature  is  suppressed ;  or 
who  will  believe,  that  while  the  minutest  particulars 
respecting  John  were  deemed  worthy  of  being  recorded, 
one  so  remarkable  and  unprecedented  as  that  of  his 
baptizing  in  the  name  of  the  Trinity  was  too  trivial  to 
be  mentioned  ?  a  circumstance  of  much  greater  moment, 
surely,  than  his  subsisting  on  locusts,  or  his  being  clothed 
with  a  girdle.  But  beside  the  silence  of  scripture,  which 
might  of  itself  be  deemed  sufficiently  decisive,  the  incon 
sistency  of  such  a  proceeding,  with  the  known  reserve 
our  Lord  uniformly  maintained  respecting  his  Messiah- 
ship,  and  his  repeated  charges  to  his  disciples  not  to 
publish  that  fact,  demonstrate  the  extreme  improbability 
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of  his  suffering  himself  to  become  the  avowed  object  of 
a  religious  rite.  The  employment  of  his  name  for  such 
a  purpose,  it  is  obvious,  was  equivalent  to  a  public  decla 
ration  of  his  being  the  Messiah,  and  must  have  defeated 
his  known  intention.  In  the  publication  On  Terms  of 
Communion,  this  argument  was  repeatedly  insisted  on, 
and  pursued  to  such  an  extent  of  illustration,  that  we 
should  have  supposed  it  impossible  it  could  either  be 
misunderstood  or  misrepresented.  What  is  the  reply  of 
the  author  of  the  Plea  to  this  argument  ?  One  of  the 
most  extraordinary  in  the  annals  of  controversy :  it  is 
neither  more  nor  less  than  this,  that  though  our  Lord 
frequently  enjoined  secrecy  as  to  the  dignity  of  his  divine 
character  and  the  immediate  object  of  his  mission,  there 
is  not  a  single  instance  in  which  he  manifested  any  deli 
cacy  as  to  his  name.*  He  afterwards  proceeds  to  tell 
us,  with  great  gravity,  that  his  name  Jesus  was  as  well 
known  as  that  of  Peter  and  John,  and  that  he  was  ad 
dressed  under  that  name  equally  by  friends,  enemies, 
and  strangers.  My  reluctance  to  inflame  this  contro 
versy  with  the  language  of  exacerbation,  reduces  me,  on 
this  occasion,  to  a  perplexity  how  to  express  myself.  Is 
it  possible,  let  me  ask,  he  could  so  far  mistake  the  scope 
and  bearing  of  the  reasoning,  as  to  confound  the  use  of 
the  term  Jesus,  as  the  proper  name  by  which  he  was  ad 
dressed  in  the  ordinary  intercourse  of  life,  with  the  em 
ployment  of  it,  with  that  of  the  Father  and  the  Holy 
Ghost,  in  a  holy  sacrament  ?  Or  will  he  contend,  that 
to  call  a  person  by  the  name  of  Jesus,  or  by  any  other 
appellation  whatever,  is  precisely  the  same  thing  as  to 
baptize  in  his  name  ?  He  who  is  capable  of  confound 
ing  things  so  essentially  distinct,  is  beyond  the  reach  of 
reasoning  :  and  if  he  did  not  confound  them,  but  wished 
to  put  the  change  upon  his  readers,  from  a  despair  of 
being  able  to  answer  the  argument,  he  has  evinced  a 
want  of  candour  and  good  faith  that  merits  the  severest 
animadversion.  Had  his  publication  been  a  tissue  of 
nonsense  and  stupidity  throughout,  we  should  have  been 
strongly  inclined  to  the  former  supposition ;  but  when 
*  Plea  for  Primitive  Communion,  p.  27. 
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we  reflect  on  the  shrewdness  which  it  occasionally  dis 
plays,  joined  to  his  care  not  to  glance,  in  the  slightest 
manner,  at  the  true  hinge  of  the  controversy,  it  is  diffi 
cult  not  to  suspect  the  latter.  It  may  be  questioned 
whether  another  person  could  have  been  found,  ac 
quainted  with  the  English  language,  but  would  have 
instantly  perceived  that  it  was  not  the  author's  intention 
to  insinuate  a  reluctance  in  our  Lord  to  divulge  his 
name,  but  the  fact  of  his  being  the  Messiah  ;  and  that  it 
was  the  inseparable  connexion  of  that  fact  with  the 
practice  of  baptizing  in  his  name,  which  was  the  ground 
of  my  objection.  As  he  has  not  made  the  slightest  at 
tempt  to  solve  the  difficulty,  it  would  be  trifling  with  the 
patience  of  the  reader  to  attempt  to  re-enforce  it. 

IV.  The  different  effects  which  accompanied  baptism, 
when  performed  by  the  apostles,  and  by  John,  were 
urged  as  a  decisive  proof  that  the  two  baptisms  were 
essentially  distinct,  and  characteristic  of  separate  econo 
mies.  To  such  a  distinction  our  attention  is  invited  by 
the  forerunner,  who  affirmed  himself  to  baptize  in  water 
only,  but  that  "  he  that  came  after  him  should  baptize 
in  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  in  fire."  To  this  the  author  of 
the  flea  replies,  by  remarking,  "  that  the  argument  pro 
ceeds  on  incorrect  data :  it  appears  to  assume  that  water 
baptism  and  the  baptism  of  the  Holy  Ghost  are  the 
same ;  or  that  the  latter  invariably  followed  the  former. 
It  will  no  doubt  be  regarded  as  a  remarkable  incident, 
that,  in  the  midst  of  a  zealous  effort  to  separate  between 
what  is  substantially  the  same,  an  attempt  should  be 
made  to  identify  what  is  essentially  different."* 

After  describing  the  baptism  of  the  Holy  Ghost  as  an 
effect  which  ordinarily  accompanied  immersion  in  the 
name  of  Christ,  it  will  be  deemed  much  more  remark 
able  that  the  author  should  be  accused  of  confounding 
them,  or  that  he  should  be  affirmed  to  have  identified 
two  things  which  stand  to  each  other  in  the  relation  of 
cause  and  effect.  If  it  be  a  fact  that  the  communication 
of  the  Spirit  usually  accompanied  the  administration  of 
baptism  in  the  apostolic  age,  while  no  such  communica- 
*  Plea  for  Primitive  Communion,  p.  29. 
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tion  was  annexed  to  the  ceremony  of  John,  the  author's 
position  is  correct.  In  proof  of  this  fact,  we  have  only 
to  consult  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  which  record  the 
history  of  the  first  promulgation  of  the  gospel.  We 
there  perceive  that  St.  Peter  held  out  the  promise  of  the 
Spirit  to  the  people,  as  a  principal  inducement  to  suhmit 
to  the  baptismal  sacrament ;  and  that  when  St.  Paul 
found  certain  disciples  at  Ephesus,  who,  though  bap 
tized,  had  not  heard  of  those  supernatural  endowments, 
he  expressed  his  surprise,  saying,  "  Into  what  then  were 
ye  baptized  ?"  a  question  totally  irrelevant,  but  upon  the 
supposition  that  the  reception  of  miraculous  gifts  was 
the  stated  appendage  to  that  ordinance. 

The  only  inquiry  which  can  possibly  arise  on  this 
subject  is,  whether  John,  in  foretelling  that  the  Messiah 
should  baptize  with  the  Holy  Ghost,  intended  to  allude 
to  the  sacramental  water,  or  whether  his  attention  was 
directed  solely  to  the  effusion  of  the  Spirit,  without  refer 
ence  to  the  external  rite.  This  question,  however,  admits 
of  easy  decision,  when  we  recollect  that  the  corporeal 
rite  was  the  usual  preparative  for  the  reception  of  spiri 
tual  gifts,  that  they  were  announced  in  immediate  con 
nexion  with  the  act  of  baptizing,  and  that,  though  the 
ancient  prophets  almost  universally  foretold  the  abundant 
effusion  of  spiritual  gifts  and  graces,  which  succeeded 
the  advent  of  the  Messiah,  none  before  John  made  use 
of  a  figure,  which,  viewed  apart  from  the  visible  action 
with  which  it  was  associated,  would  have  been  scarcely 
intelligible.  His  suppression  of  the  mention  of  mater  is 
in  perfect  accordance  with  the  genius  of  oriental  speech, 
which,  in  the  exhibition  of  a  complex  object,  is  wont  to 
represent  it  only  by  its  boldest  and  most  impressive  fea 
ture. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  the  support  of  this  reasoning,  to 
assert  that  the  communication  of  miraculous  gifts  invari 
ably  accompanied  baptism  :  it  is  quite  sufficient  to  ac 
count  for  the  language  of  John,  as  well  as  to  sustain  the 
inference  deduced  from  it,  that  such  was  the  stated  order. 
The  instance  of  the  Samaritans  recorded  in  the  eighth  of 
the  Acts,  is  urged  as  an  exception,  but  when  attentively 
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examined,  it  is  none.  We  are  informed,  indeed,  that 
though  they  were  already  baptized,  "  the  Holy  Ghost 
was  fallen  upon  none  of  them  ;"  not,  however,  because 
the  gift  of  the  Spirit  did  not  usually  accompany  the  ad 
ministration  of  that  rite,  but  because  the  apostles,  to 
whom  alone  the  power  of  conferring  it  belonged,  were 
not  present.  The  case  of  the  apostles  themselves,  and 
of  Cornelius,  it  is  admitted,  may  be  considered  as  excep 
tions.  In  the  former  instance  the  outward  ceremony 
was  superseded,  as  we  apprehend,  partly  by  the  previous 
baptism  of  the  Spirit,  and  partly  by  their  having  been 
converted  to  Christianity  before  the  institution  of  that 
rite.  In  the  latter,  there  was  merely  an  inversion  of  the 
usual  order :  the  Spirit  was  given  prior  to  the  adminis 
tration  of  baptism,  instead  of  succeeding  it ;  but  still 
they  were  closely  conjoined  in  point  of  time,  and  suffi 
ciently  connected  to  justify  the  language  of  John. 

To  relieve  the  tediousness  of  the  present  discussion,  let 
me  here  present  the  reader  with  a  sample  of  the  author's 
logic  :  "  If  these  supernatural  effects,"  he  triumphantly 
remarks,  "  are  invariably  to  follow  immersion  in  water, 
in  order  to  demonstrate  that  this  is  really  Christian  bap 
tism,  how  is  it  they  were  copiously  enjoyed  by  some  who 
are  supposed  never  to  have  received  this  institution?"* 
By  an  argument  precisely  similar,  it  were  easy  to  de 
monstrate  that  the  possession  of  reason  is  no  essential 
ingredient  in  the  constitution  of  human  nature.  For  it 
might  with  equal  propriety  be  urged,  if  such  a  principle 
enters  necessarily  into  the  definition  of  human  nature, 
how  is  it  that  it  is  copiously  enjoyed  by  beings  (angels 
for  example)  who  are  supposed  never  to  have  received 
such  a  nature  ?  This  reply  may  be  deemed  amply  suffi 
cient  for  such  a  mode  of  reasoning :  but  in  addition  to 
this,  let  it  be  observed,  that  it  was  neither  asserted  nor 
insinuated,  that  miraculous  gifts  are  invariably  requisite 
to  constitute  Christian  baptism ;  but  simply  that  the  fact 
of  their  accompanying  it,  when  performed  by  the 
apostles,  was  held  up  by  John  as  a  striking  feature  in 

*  Plea  for  Primitive  Communion,  p.  30. 
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the  new  dispensation.  And  where  is  the  absurdity  of 
admitting  that,  without  contending  for  its  perpetuity, 
miraculous  gifts  sufficiently  marked  the  transition  from 
one  economy  to  another ;  or  that  it  is  a  peculiarity  wor 
thy  of  mention  among  the  characteristics  of  a  period, 
denominated,  in  distinction  from  every  preceding  one, 
the  dispensation  of  the  Spirit  ? 

Y.  Apprehensive  of  fatiguing  the  attention  of  the 
reader,  we  hasten  to  the  last  particular  connected  with 
this  branch  of  the  controversy,  which  is  the  decisive 
proof  of  the  truth  of  my  hypothesis,  resulting  from  the 
fact,  that  the  disciples  of  John  were  baptized  by  St.  Paul. 
As  the  author  of  the  Plea,  however,  finds  it  necessary  to 
contradict  it,  it  will  be  proper  to  quote  the  whole  pas 
sage,  as  it  stands  in  the  common  translation,  the  accu 
racy  of  which  no  critic  has  impeached  : — And  it  came  to 
pass,  that  while  Apollos  was  at  Corinth,  Paul  having 
passed  through  the  upper  coasts,  came  to  Ephesus,  and 
finding  certain  disciples,  he  said  unto  them,  Have  ye 
received  the  Holy  Ghost  since  ye  believed  ?  And  they 
said  unto  him,  We  have  not  so  much  as  heard  whether 
there  be  any  Holy  Ghost.  And  he  said  unto  them, 
Unto  what  then  were  ye  baptized?  And  they  said,  Unto 
John's  baptism.  Then  said  Paul,  John  verily  baptized 
with  the  baptism  of  repentance,  saying  unto  the  people, 
that  they  should  believe  on  him  which  should  come  after 
him,  that  is,  on  Christ  Jesus.  When  they  heard  this, 
they  were  baptized  in  the  name  of  the  Lord  Jesus.  And 
when  Paul  had  laid  his  hands  on  them,  the  Holy  Ghost 
came  upon  them,  and  they  spake  with  tongues  and  pro 
phesied."  *  In  examining  this  passage,  with  a  view  to 
the  inquiry  whether  these  men  were  baptized  by  St. 
Paul,  or  not,  it  is  the  fifth  verse  which  especially  claims 
our  attention.  The  question  turns  entirely  on  the  inter 
pretation  of  the  following  words : — "  When  they  heard 
this,  they  were  baptized  in  the  name  of  the  Lord  Jesus." 
These  words  must  be  understood  either  as  the  language 
of  St.  Paul,  or  of  Luke  the  historian.  Our  opponents 

*  Acts  six.  1—6. 
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contend  that  they  are  to  be  understood  as  a  continuance 
of  St.  Paul's  address,  in  which  he  describes  the  nature 
and  effects  of  John's  baptism.  Upon  this  interpretation 
the  passage  last  quoted  has  no  relation  to  the  disciples  at 
Ephesus,  except  as  it  was  intended  for  their  instruction ; 
it  is  descriptive,  not  of  what  befell  those  disciples,  but 
of  the  general  submission  of  the  Jewish  people  to  the  rite 
administered  by  John.  And  as  it  is  asserted  in  the  next 
verse  that  St.  Paul  laid  his  hands  upon  them^  and  they 
received  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  prophesied,  we  are  led  to 
a  most  extraordinary  paradox,  the  assertion  that  St.  Paul 
actually  laid  his  hands,  not  on  the  persons  mentioned  at 
the  beginning  of  the  paragraph,  but,  on  that  part  of  the 
Jewish  people  at  large,  who  had  been  baptized  by  John, 
to  whom  he  also  communicated  prophetic  gifts.  But  as 
this  proposition  is  too  hard  even  for  the  powerful  diges 
tion  of  our  opponents,  they  are  compelled  to  adopt  an 
other  expedient,  which  is  to  separate  the  relative  pro 
nouns  in  the  last  verse,  and  refer  them,  not  to  their 
immediate  antecedent,  but  to  a  very  remote  one,  at  the 
distance  of  several  verses.  The  only  apology  they  make 
for  this  strange  perversion  of  the  language  of  inspiration 
is,  that  such  interruptions  of  continuity  are  not  uncom 
mon,  whereas  we  challenge  them  to  produce  a  single 
instance  of  such  a  construction,  not  merely  in  the  New 
Testament,  but  in  the  whole  compass  of  Greek  litera 
ture.  Examples  may  possibly  be  adduced,  where  the 
relative  pronoun  is  connected  with  an  antecedent  equally 
remote,  but  none,  most  assuredly,  where  its  relation  to 
an  immediate  antecedent  is  so  obvious,  and  so  natural, 
that  the  true  interpretation  in  opposition  to  that  which 
presents  itself  at  first  sight  becomes  a  perfect  enigma. 
Were  there  difficulties  arising  on  each  side,  we  might  be 
induced  to  acquiesce  in  a  construction,  which,  however 
unnatural  or  unusual,  suggested  the  only  consistent  sense ; 
but  to  have  recourse  to  such  a  contrivance  merely  to 
avoid  that  construction,  which  is  recommended  by  every 
rule  of  grammar,  and  against  which  not  a  shadow  of 
objection  lies,  except  its  repugnance  to  hypothesis,  is  a 
proceeding  at  which  liberal  criticism  must  blush.  If 
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such  a  mode  of  expounding  scripture  were  adopted  on 
other  occasions,  it  is  difficult  to  say  what  absurdity  might 
not  be  obtruded  on  the  sacred  volume.  The  manner  in 
which  the  author  of  the  Plea  criticises  the  passage,  is 
such  as  might  be  expected  from  the  advocate  of  so  hope 
less  a  cause.  He  neither  ventures  to  quote  it,  nor  to 
make  the  slightest  remark  on  its  principal  clauses ;  but 
contents  himself  with  putting  a  speech  into  the  mouth 
of  St.  Paul,  in  which  every  thing  runs  perfectly  smooth 
and  easy  ;  and  since  it  is  much  easier  to  make  speeches 
than  to  elucidate  difficulties,  or  establish  paradoxes,  we 
commend  his  policy.  His  only  remaining  effort  is  con 
fined  to  the  introduction  of  a  parallel  passage ;  but  un 
fortunately  it  turns  out  that  his  pretended  parallel  affords 
an  example  of  as  plain  and  obvious  a  construction  of 
words  as  is  to  be  found  in  the  sacred  pages.  It  is  a 
passage  which,  instead  of  presenting  a  choice  of  difficul 
ties,  difficulties  of  his  kind  I  mean,  where  grammar  is  on 
one  side,  and  hypothesis  on  the  other,  suggests  a  sense 
in  which  all  mankind  have  acquiesced — a  sense  which 
no  degree  of  stupidity  can  miss,  or  artifice  evade.*  The 
only  resemblance  it  bears  to  the  portion  of  history  under 
consideration  is,  that  it  relates  a  similar  incident,  where 
certain  persons  who  had  been  baptized  had  not  yet  re 
ceived  the  gifts  of  the  Holy  Ghost.  To  attempt  the 
defence  of  a  most  unnatural  interpretation  of  Greek 
words,  not  by  an  appeal  to  a  passage  which  exhibits  a 
similar  peculiarity  of  construction,  but  merely  a  simila 
rity  of  occurrence,  is  egregious  trifling. 

To  the  argument  founded  on  the  extreme  improba 
bility  that  none  of  the  numerous  converts  on  the  day  of 
Pentecost  were  previously  disciples  of  John,  no  reply  is 
attempted. 

I  cannot  dismiss  this  subject  without  noticing  the  ex-< 

*  This  wonder-working  passage  is  as  follows:  "Now  when  the 
apostles  which  were  at  Jerusalem  heard  that  Samaria  had  received  the 
word  of  (rod,  they  sent  unto  them  Peter  and  John  :  who,  when  they 
were  come  down,  prayed  for  them,  that  they  mi^ht  receive  the  Holy 
Ghost :  (for  as  yet  he  was  fallen  upon  none  of  them  :  only  they  were 
baptized  in  the  name  of  the  Lord  Jesus.)  Then  laid  they  their  hands 
on  them,  and  they  received  the  Holy  Ghost."  Acts  viii.  14 — 17. 
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treme  deficiency  of  information  respecting  the  history  of 
religious  opinions  this  author  evinces,  when  he  stigma 
tizes  the  sentiments  advanced,  as  a  modern  theory.  They 
are  so  far  from  meriting  that  reproach,  that  they  boast 
the  suffrages  of  all  the  fathers,  without  exception,  who 
have  touched  upon  the  subject ;  nor  would  it  be  easy  to 
discover  a  single  divine,  previous  to  the  reformation,  by 
whom  they  were  not  embraced ;  and,  since  that  period, 
they  have  received  the  sanction  of  Grotius,  Hammond, 
^Vhitby,  Doddridge,  Chillingworth,  and  a  multitude  of 
other  names  of  nearly  equal  celebrity.  On  an  accurate 
inquiry,  it  will  probably  be  found  that  the  absurd  inter 
pretation  of  the  passage  we  have  just  been  considering, 
which  is  so  necessary  to  the  support  of  the  opposite  hy 
pothesis,  originated  in  the  horror  excited  at  the  conduct 
of  the  anabaptists  at  Munster,  by  which  certain  divines 
of  the  reformation  felt  themselves  strongly  disposed  to 
shun  whatever  might  bear  the  semblance  or  colour  of 
anabaptism ;  that,  in  short,  the  doctrine  here  advanced 
is  the  revival  of  an  ancient,  rather  than  the  invention  of 
a  new  opinion. 

To  the  sincere  inquirer,  the  antiquity  or  the  novelty  of 
a  doctrine  will  appear  a  consideration  of  little  moment, 
compared  to  the  evidence  by  which  it  is  supported ;  yet, 
as  a  natural  prejudice  exists  against  violent  departures 
from  the  ancient  course  of  interpretation,  it  is  but  just 
to  endeavour,  as  much  as  possible,  to  disengage  the  cause 
of  truth  from  this  incumbrance. 

The  author  of  the  Plea  expresses  a  sort  of  horror  at 
the  thought  of  a  plurality  of  baptisms,  forgetting,  it 
should  seem,  that  the  doctrine  of  baptisms,  in  the  plural 
number,  is  placed  by  St.  Paul  amongst  the  first  principles 
of  the  oracles  of  God.  It  is  difficult  to  conceive  to  what 
baptisms  he  could  refer,  except  those  which  are  the  sub 
ject  of  the  present  discussion.  The  baptism  of  the  Spirit, 
which  was  the  highest  gift  of  God,  could  with  little  pro 
priety  be  termed  a  doctrine,  much  less  enumerated  among 
the  first  principles  of  Christianity ;  and  the  Jewish  wash 
ings  constituted  no  part  of  that  system. 

Having  presented  the  reasons  on  which  the  baptism  of 
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John  was  affirmed  to  be  essentially  distinct  from  the 
Christian  ordinance,  at  so  much  length,  it  is  high  time  to 
relieve  the  attention  of  the  reader,  by  dismissing  the 
subject. 

There  is  one  more  observation,  and  one  only,  to  which 
the  author  requests  his  attention.  If  we  admit  that  the 
Jewish  people  were  baptized  in  the  name  of  Christ,  con 
sidering  the  prodigious  multitudes  who  repaired  to  John 
for  that  purpose,  the  conduct  of  a  great  part  of  that  na 
tion  must  be  viewed  in  a  new  light;  and  instead  of 
being  chargeable  with  a  uniform  rejection  of  the  Mes 
siah,  they  must  be  considered  as  apostates;  upon  this 
supposition,  they  violated  the  most  sacred  engagements, 
and  impiously  crucified  their  Prince,  after  consecrating 
themselves  to  his  service  by  the  most  awful  solemnities. 
The  evangelist  informs  us  that  "  he  came  to  his  own,  but 
his  own  received  him  not ;  "  but  the  more  accurate  state 
ment  would  have  been,  that  they  first  received  and  after 
wards  rejected  him ;  received  him  on  the  testimony  of 
the  forerunner,  and  rejected  him  after  witnessing  the 
immaculate  purity  of  his  life,  the  wisdom  of  his  dis 
courses,  and  the  splendour  of  his  miracles. 

There  is  attached  to  apostacy  a  character  of  perfidy 
and  baseness  peculiar  to  itself — a  species  of  guilt  which 
the  inspired  writers  frequently  paint  in  the  darkest 
colours  :  yet,  strange  to  tell !  though  they  had  no  motives 
to  conceal  or  palliate  the  conduct  of  their  countrymen 
in  their  treatment  of  the  Messiah,  but  many  motives  to 
the  contrary,  not  a  syllable  escapes  them  of  the  charge 
of  apostacy.  What  terrible  energy  would  that  accusation 
have  lent  to  St.  Peter's  address !  What  unspeakable 
advantage  for  alarming  their  consciences  would  he  have 
derived  from  reminding  them  of  their  baptismal  vows, 
and  of  their  unspeakable  impiety  in  crucifying  thedivire 
person  to  whom  they  had  previously  dedicated  them 
selves  in  solemn  rites  of  religion.  When  St.  Paul,  in 
writing  to  the  Thessalonians,  gives  loose  to  one  of  his 
finest  bursts  of  indignant  feeling  and  rapid  eloquence,  in 
a  brief  portraiture  of  the  character  of  his  countrymen, 
the  circumstance  which  would  have  given  incredible 
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force  to  the  picture  is  suppressed  ;  and  not  having  perused 
the  author  of  the  Plea,  he  seems  to  entertain  no  suspicion 
of  their  having  been  baptized  in  the  name  of  Jesus.  It 
is  not  less  unaccountable,  that  the  ancient  prophets  con 
tain  no  allusion  to  this  event,  but  describe  the  future 
rejection  of  the  Messiah  as  coeval  with  his  appearance  ; 
and  that  the  most  singular  fact  in  sacred  history  is  neither 
the  subject  of  narration  nor  of  prophecy,  but  was  reserved 
for  the  detection  of  the  nineteenth  century. 

Having  replied  to  this  anonymous  writer  on  every  par 
ticular  connected  with  the  baptism  of  John,  it  is  unne 
cessary  to  trouble  the  reader  by  animadverting  on  the 
other  parts  of  his  performance :  the  few  observations  it 
contains  which  are  pertinent  to  the  subject,  are  too  loose 
and  superficial  to  deserve  attention,  especially  since  a 
work  is  announced  by  a  writer,  who  will  probably  discuss 
the  remaining  topics  with  superior  ability.  We  shall 
notice  only  two  circumstances,  illustrative  of  the  author's 
management  of  the  controversy.  He  devotes  his  first 
section  to  a  synopsis  of  the  principles  advanced  in  the 
treatise  On  Terms  of  Communion,  which  he  has  extended 
to  the  number  of  fourteen.  Several  of  these,  disguised 
by  a  little  variety  of  language,  are  identically  the  same  ; 
some  grossly  misrepresented ;  and  all  of  them  expressed, 
not  in  the  terms  of  the  author,  but  in  such  as  are  adap 
ted  to  give  them  as  much  of  the  air  of  paradox  as  possi 
ble.  It  is  obvious  that  he  who  wishes  to  judge  of  them 
fairly,  must  view  them  in  their  proper  place,  accompanied 
with  their  respective  proofs  and  illustrations ;  and  that 
to  tear  them  from  their  connexion,  and  exhibit  them  in 
a  naked  form,  though  they  had  been  expressed  in  the 
author's  own  terms,  is  a  direct  appeal  to  prejudice.  The 
obvious  design  is  to  deter  the  reader  at  the  outset,  and  to 
dispose  him  to  prejudge  the  cause  before  it  is  heard.  To 
mingle  in  the  course  of  a  controversy  insinuations  and 
inuendos,  which  have  no  other  tendency  than  to  impair 
the  impartiality  of  the  reader,  is  too  common  an  artifice ; 
but  such  an  open  barefaced  appeal  to  popular  prejudice 
is  of  rare  occurrence,  It  is  an  expedient  to  which  no 
man  will  condescend,  who  is  conscious  of  possessing  su- 

VOL.  III.  11 
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perior  resources.  To  this  part  of  his  performance  no 
reply  will  be  expected ;  for  though  the  author  feels  him 
self  fully  equal  to  the  task  of  answering  his  opponent, 
he  confesses  himself  quite  at  a  loss  to  answer  himself. 
Like  a  certain  animal  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  world, 
who  is  reported  to  be  extremely  fond  of  climbing  a  tree 
for  that  purpose,  he  merely  pelts  the  author  with  his  own 
produce.* 

Another  charge,  however,  is  adduced,  of  more  serious 
import.  For  presuming  to  speak  of  conditions  of  salva 
tion,  he  is  accused  of  employing  anti-evangelical  lan 
guage,  and  suspicions  of  his  orthodoxy  are  pretty  broadly 
insinuated.  When  the  term  conditions  of  salvation,  or 
words  of  similar  import,  are  employed,  he  wishes  it  once 
for  all  to  be  clearly  understood,  that  he  utterly  disclaims 
the  notion  of  meritorious  conditions,  and  that  he  intends 
by  that  term  only  what  is  necessary  in  the  established 
order  of  means,  a  sine  qua  non.,  that  without  which  an 
other  thing  cannot  take  place.  When  thus  denned,  to 
deny  there  are  conditions  of  salvation,  is  not  to  approach 
to  antinomianism  merely,  it  is  to  fall  into  the  gulf.  It 
is  nothing  less  than  a  repeal  of  all  the  sanctions  of  reve 
lation,  of  all  the  principles  of  moral  government.  Let 
the  idea  of  conditional  salvation,  in  the  sense  already 
explained,  be  steadily  rejected  along  with  the  term,  and 
the  patrons  of  the  worst  of  heresies  will  have  nothing 
further  to  demand.  That  repentance,  faith,  and  their 
fruits  in  a  holy  life,  supposing  life  to  be  continued,  are 
essential  prerequisites  to  eternal  happiness,  is  a  doctrine 
inscribed,  as  with  a  sunbeam,  in  every  page  of  revela 
tion  ;  and  must  we,  in  deference  to  the  propagators  of 
an  epidemic  pestilence,  be  doomed  to  express,  by  obscure 
and  feeble  circumlocutions,  a  truth  which  one  w^ord  will 
convey,  especially  when  that  word,  or  others  of  a  pre 
cisely  similar  meaning,  has  been  current  in  the  produc 
tions  of  unquestionable  orthodoxy  and  piety  in  every 

*  As  this  allusion  has  been  much  misrepresented,  I  may  be  per 
mitted  to  remark,  that  it  is  simply  to  the  practice  of  monkeys  adroitly 
to  catch  and  throw  back  ugain,  the  sticks,  stones,  and  other  substances 
that  are  cast  at  them.— ED. 
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age  ?  The  author  is  at  a  loss  to  conceive  on  what  prin 
ciple,  or  for  what  reason,  dangerous  concessions  are  due 
to  antinomianism ;  that  thick-skinned  monster  of  the 
ooze  and  the  mire,  which  no  weapon  can  pierce,  no  dis 
cipline  can  tame.  If  it  be  replied,  why  adhere  to  an 
offensive  term,  when  its  meaning  may  be  expressed  in 
other  words,  or  at  least,  by  a  more  circuitous  mode  of 
expression  ?  the  obvious  answer  is,  that  words  and  ideas 
are  closely  associated  ;  and  that,  though  ideas  give  birth 
to  terms,  appropriate  terms  become,  in  their  turn>  the 
surest  safeguard  of  ideas ;  insomuch  that  a  truth,  which 
is  never  announced  but  in  a  circuitous  and  circumlocutory 
form,  will  either  have  no  hold,  or  a  very  feeble  one,  on 
the  public  mind.  The  anxiety  with  which  the  precise, 
the  appropriate  term  is  avoided,  bespeaks  a  shrinking,  a 
timidity,  a  distrust,  with  relation  to  the  idea  conveyed 
by  it,  which  will  be  interpreted  as  equivalent  to  its  disa 
vowal.  While  antinomianism  is  making  such  rapid 
strides  through  the  land,  and  has  already  convulsed  and 
disorganized  so  many  of  our  churches,  it  is  not  the  sea 
son  for  half  measures  ;  danger  is  to  be  repelled  by  intre 
pid  resistance,  by  stern  defiance,  not  by  compliances  and 
concessions  ;  it  is  to  be  opposed,  if  opposed  successfully, 
by  a  return  to  the  wholesome  dialect  of  purer  times. 
Such  is  the  intimate  alliance  betwixt  words  and  things, 
that  the  solicitude  with  which  the  term  condition,  and 
others  of  similar  import,  have  been  avoided  by  some  ex 
cellent  men,  has  contributed,  more  than  a  little,  to  the 
growth  of  this  wide-spreading  pestilence*  As  almost 
every  age  of  the  church  is  marked  by  its  appropriate 
visitation  of  error,  so,  little  penetration  is  requisite  to 
perceive  that  antinomianism  is  the  epidemic  malady  of 
the  present,  and  that  it  is  an  evil  of  gigantic  size  and 
deadly  malignity.  It  is  qualified  for  mischief  by  the  very 
properties  which  might  seem  to  render  it  merely  an  object 
of  contempt — its  vulgarity  of  conception,  its  paucity  of 
ideas,  its  determined  hostility  to  taste,  science,  and  let 
ters.  It  includes,  within  a  compass  which  every  head 
can  contain,  and  every  tongue  can  utter,  a  system  which 
cancels  every  moral  tie,  consigns  the  whole  human  race 
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to  the  extremes  of  presumption  or  despair,  erects  religion 
on  the  ruins  of  morality,  and  imparts  to  the  dregs  of  stu 
pidity  all  the  powers  of  the  most  active  poison.  The 
author  will  ever  feel  himself  honoured  by  whatever 
censures  he  may  incur  through  his  determined  oppo 
sition  to  such  a  system. 


A  REPLY 

TO 

THE  REV.  JOSEPH  KINGHORN: 

BEING 

A  FURTHER  VINDICATION  OF  THE  PRACTICE 

OF 

FREE  COMMUNION. 


"  Foraimuch  then  as  God  gave  them  the  like  gift  as  he  did  nnto  ns  who 
believed  on  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  what  was  I,  that  I  should  withstand  God  ?" 
—Acts  xl.  17. 


[PUBLISHED  IN  1818.] 


PREFACE. 


AFTER  announcing  an  intention  of  replying  to  Mr. 
Kinghorn,  the  public  seem  entitled  to  some  account  of 
the  causes  which  have  delayed  the  reply  so  long.  Various 
conjectures  have  probably  arisen  on  the  subject.  By 
many,  no  doubt,  it  has  been  suspected  that  the  delay 
was  occasioned  by  a  perception  of  the  difficulty  of  con 
structing  an  answer  which  would  be  deemed  satisfactory, 
and  that  the  engagement  to  reply  was  made,  without 
anticipating  so  formidable  an  opposition.  That  the 
author  was,  to  a  certain  extent,  deterred  by  a  feeling  of 
difficulty,  it  is  impossible  to  deny;  but  the  reader  is 
probably  not  aware  in  what  the  difficulty  lay.  It  had 
no  relation  to  the  argumentative  force  of  Mr.  Kinghorn's 
production,  in  whatever  degree  it  may  be  supposed  to 
possess  that  attribute,  but  solely  to  the  manner  in  which 
he  has  chosen  to  conduct  the  debate.  The  perpetual 
recurrence  of  the  same  matter,  the  paucity  of  distinct 
and  intelligible  topics  of  argument,  together  with  an 
obvious  want  of  coherence,  and  of  dependence  of  one 
part  on  another,  give  to  the  whole  the  air  of  a  series  of 
skirmishing  and  desultory  attacks,  rather  than  of  regular 
combat ;  rendering  it  difficult  to  impart  that  order  and 
continuity  to  a  reply,  in  the  absence  of  which,  argu 
mentative  discussions  are  insufferably  tedious.  With 
the  eagerness  of  a  professed  pleader,  he  has  availed  him 
self  of  every  topic  which  could  afford  the  slightest 
colour  of  support  to  his  cause,  with  little  scrupulosity, 
apparently,  respecting  the  soundness  of  the  principles 
from  which  he  argues.  In  a  word,  he  has  conducted 
his  share  of  the  warfare  in  a  manner  which  renders  him 
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more  formidable  from  the  irregularity  and  quickness  of 
his  movements,  than  from  the  steady  pressure  of  his 
columns. 

Though  he  has  advanced  some  new,  and  as  they 
appear  to  me,  paradoxical  positions,  the  space  which 
they  occupy  is  so  small,  compared  to  that  which  he  has 
allotted  to  arguments  and  objections  distinctly  noticed 
and  replied  to  in  my  former  treatise,  that  it  seemed 
almost  impracticable  to  answer  the  greater  part  of  the 
work,  without  a  frequent  recurrence  to  what  had  been 
already  advanced.  But  a  writer  is  never  more  certain  of 
disgusting  than  when  he  is  the  echo  of  himself. 

On  these  accounts,  had  my  private  conviction  dictated 
the  course  which  it  seemed  proper  to  pursue,  the  fol 
lowing  work,  instead  of  swelling  to  its  present  bulk, 
would  have  been  limited  to  some  short  strictures  on 
those  parts  of  his  reply  in  which  my  respectable  oppo 
nent  has  quitted  the  track  of  his  predecessors.  But  to 
this  there  were  serious  objections.  In  the  estimation  of 
multitudes,  little  qualified  to  appreciate  the  weight  of 
an  argument,  to  be  brief  and  to  be  superficial,  are  one 
and  the  same  thing :  no  publication  is  admitted  to  be 
solidly  answered,  except  the  reply  bears  a  certain  propor 
tion  to  it  in  size  and  extent ;  and  whatever  is  not  dis 
tinctly  noticed  and  discussed,  however  irrelevant,  or  how 
ever  trivial,  is  instantly  proclaimed  unanswerable.  These 
considerations  determined  me  rather  to  hazard  the  impu 
tation  of  tediousness,  than  to  attempt  a  very  concise 
reply,  which,  however  cogent,  would  be  construed  by 
many  into  a  tacit  acknowledgement  of  my  incapacity  to 
combat  the  reasoning  of  my  opponent.  Having,  there 
fore,  only  a  choice  of  evils,  and  necessitated  either  to 
make  a  large  demand  on  the  patience  of  the  reader,  or 
to  incur  the  suspicion  of  evading  what  could  not  be  suc 
cessfully  encountered,  I  preferred  the  former ;  endeavour 
ing  at  the  same  time  to  shun,  as  much  as  possible,  a 
tiresome  repetition  of  the  same  topics ;  with  what  suc 
cess,  the  public  will  determine. 

The  preceding  remarks  will  explain  one  cause  of 
delay :  to  which  may  be  added,  a  strong  disinclination 
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to  controversy,  the  want  of  a  habit  of  composition,  re 
peated  attacks  of  illness  at  one  period,  and  various 
avocations  and  engagements  at  another,  too  unimportant 
to  be  obtruded  on  the  attention  of  the  reader. 

It  may  also  be  remarked,  in  extenuation  of  the  charge 
of  procrastination,  that  the  subject  is  just  as  interesting 
and  important  as  when  the  controversy  commenced. 
The  evil  in  which  it  originates  is  not  local,  nor  of  an 
ephemeral  or  transitory  nature  :  it  will  continue  to  sub 
sist,  there  is  reason  to  fear,  after  the  present  generation 
is  consigned  to  the  dust ;  and  even  the  delay  may  not  be 
altogether  without  its  advantages.  Both  parties  will 
have  had  leisure  to  reflect,  the  reasoning  on  each  side  of 
the  question  time  to  settle,  and  to  find  its  level  in  the 
public  mind,  undisturbed  by  that  disposition  extrava 
gantly  to  depreciate  and  to  extol  respectively  the  per 
formances  it  has  given  rise  to,  which  almost  invariably 
distinguishes  the  outset  of  a  controversy.  Whatever 
appears  in  the  present  stage,  it  is  but  justice  to  consider 
as  the  result  of  more  matured  observation  and  inquiry, 
compensating  in  pertinence  and  solidity  what  it  may 
want  in  vivacity  and  ardour. 

It  is  remarkable  that  without  any  previous  knowledge 
or  concert,  a  discussion  on  the  subject  of  communion 
commenced  nearly  at  the  same  time  on  both  sides  the 
Atlantic ;  and  the  celebrated  Dr.  Mason,  of  New  York, 
justly  regarded  as  one  of  the  brightest  ornaments  of  the 
western  hemisphere,  was  exerting  the  energies  of  his 
most  powerful  mind  in  establishing  the  fundamental 
position  of  the  treatise  On  Terms  of  Communion  almost 
at  the  very  moment  that  treatise  appeared.  A  coinci 
dence  so  rare,  a  movement  so  simultaneous,  yet  so  unpre 
meditated,  we  cannot  but  look  upon  as  a  token  for  good, 
as  an  indication  of  the  approach  of  that  period,  so 
ardently  desired  by  every  enlightened  Christian,  when 
genuine  believers  will  again  be  of  "  one  heart  and  of  one 
mind."  Let  us  hope  that  America,  the  land  of  freedom, 
where  our  pious  ancestors  found  an  asylum  from  the 
oppression  of  intolerance,  will  exert,  under  the  auspices 
of  such  men  as  Dr.  Mason,  a  powerful  reaction  on  the 
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parent  state,  and  aid  her  emancipation  from  the  relics  of 
that  pestilential  evil,  still  cherished  and  retained  in  too 
many  British  churches. 

Independent  of  other  considerations,  that  invaluable 
person  possesses  one  obvious  advantage  over  the  author 
of  the  following  performance.  Disengaged  from  the 
spurious  refinements  and  perplexing  subtleties  which 
arise  from  the  subject  of  baptism,  by  which  our  opponents 
attempt  to  evade  the  application  of  his  general  principle, 
his  movements  are  in  consequence  more  free  and  un 
fettered,  and  his  force  operates  in  a  more  simple  direction 
than  is  compatible  with  the  state  of  the  question,  as  it 
respects  the  views  of  the  baptist  denomination.  He 
fearlessly  spreads  his  sails  to  the  winds,  and  triumphs  on 
the  element  which  is  congenial  to  the  amplitude  and 
grandeur  of  his  mind.  Mine  is  a  coasting  voyage,  in 
which  the  author  feels  himself  necessitated  to  creep  along 
the  shore,  and  to  comply  with  all  its  irregularities,  in  the 
midst  of  flats  and  shoals,  and  exposed  to  perpetual 
annoyance  from  the  innumerable  small  craft  which  infest 
these  shallow  waters.  The  effect  of  the  different  situa 
tions  in  which  we  are  placed,  is  to  give  a  luminous  sim 
plicity  to  his  mode  of  conducting  the  argument,  which 
forms  a  striking  contrast,  not  only  to  the  tedious  logo 
machies  which  I  have  been  compelled  to  encounter,*  but 
to  the  manner  in  which  I  have  attempted  to  confute 
them.  It  belongs  to  a  Pascal,  and  perhaps  to  a  few 
others  of  the  same  order  of  genius,  to  invest  the  severest 
logic  with  the  charms  of  the  most  beautiful  composition, 
and  to  render  the  most  profound  argumentation  as  enter 
taining  as  a  romance.  The  author  makes  no  such  pre 
tension  :  having  confined  his  endeavours  to  an  attempt 
to  establish  his  assertions  by  sufficient  proof,  and  to 
expose  the  sophistry  of  his  opponent,  he  must  be  allowed 
to  remind  his  readers  that  no  quality  will  be  found  more 

*  Though  Dr.  Mason  was  not  led  by  the  course  of  his  argument  to 
treat  of  the  question  of  mixed  communion,  in  the  usual  import  of  that 
phrase,  his  general  principle  not  only  necessarily  infers  it,  but  I  have 
had  the  satisfaction  of  learning  from  his  own  lips  his  entire  approbation 
of  the  doctrine  advanced  in  Terms  of  Communion. 
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necessary  than  patience.  Truth,  as  far  as  he  knows 
himself,  is  his  sole  object ;  and  if  they  are  actuated  by 
the  same  disposition,  though  they  will  find  little  to 
amuse,  it  is  possible  they  may  meet  with  something 
to  instruct  them. 

It  is  surprising  how  little  attention  an  inquiry  into  the 
principles  which  ought  to  regulate  our  intercourse  with 
other  denominations,  (a  question  of  considerable  moment, 
in  whatever  light  it  be  viewed,)  has  excited.  Though 
it  has  given  birth  to  a  few  publications,  at  very  distant 
intervals,  none,  as  far  as  my  information  extends,  have 
produced  any  deep  impression,  or  any  extensive  and 
permanent  effects.  On  this  subject,  a  spirit  of  slumber 
seems  to  have  oppressed  our  faculties,  from  which  we 
have  hardly  ever  completely  awoke.  From  the  appear 
ance  of  Mr.  Bunyan's  treatise,  entitled  Water  Baptism 
no  Bar  to  Communion,  to  the  publication  of  the  cele 
brated  Mr.  Robinson,  a  whole  century  elapsed,  with  few 
or  no  efforts  to  check  the  progress  of  the  prevailing 
system,  which  had  gained  so  firm  a  footing  previous  to 
Mr.  Booth's  writing,  that  he  felt  no  scruple  in  entitling 
his  defence  of  that  practice,  An  Apology  for  the  Baptists. 
The  majority  appear  to  have  carried  it  with  so  high  a 
hand,  that  the  few  churches  who  ventured  to  depart 
from  the  established  usage  were  very  equivocally  acknow 
ledged  to  belong  to  the  general  body,  and  seem  to  have 
been  content  to  purchase  peace  at  the  price  of  silence 
and  submission.  The  most  virulent  reproaches  were 
cast  upon  the  admirable  Bunyan,  during  his  own  time, 
for  presuming  to  break  the  yoke ;  and  whoever  impar 
tially  examines  the  spirit  of  Mr.  Booth's  Apology,  will 
perceive  that  its  venerable  author  regards  him,  together 
with  his  coadjutors  and  successors,  much  in  the  light  of 
rebels  and  insurgents ;  or,  to  use  the  mildest  terms,  as 
contumacious  despisers  of  legitimate  authority.  Mr. 
Kinghorn,  in  the  same  spirit,  evinces  an  eagerness,  at 
every  turn,  to  dispute  our  title  to  be  considered  as  com 
plete  baptists.  In  short,  whether  it  is  to  be  ascribed  to 
intimidation,  or  to  some  other  cause,  the  fact  is  notorious 
that  the  zeal  evinced  on  the  side  of  free  communion,  has 
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hitherto  home  no  proportion  to  that  which  impels  the 
advocates  of  the  opposite  system,  whose  treatment  of 
their  opponents,  in  most  instances,  bears  no  very  remote 
resemblance  to  that  which  moderate  churchmen  are 
accustomed  to  receive  at  the  hands  of  their  high  church 
brethren. 

Another  cause  has  probably  cooperated  towards  the 
same  result.  Some,  whose  character  commands  the 
highest  respect,  are  known  to  deprecate  the  agitation  of 
the  present  controversy,  from  an  apprehension  of  the  in 
jury  the  denomination  may  sustain,  by  the  exposure  of 
its  intestine  dissensions.  For  my  own  part,  I  am  at  a 
loss  to  conceive  the  grounds  on  which  such  a  policy  can 
be  justified.  Could  the  fact,  that  we  are  at  variance 
among  ourselves  on  the  subject  under  discussion,  be  con 
cealed,  something  might  be  urged  in  favour  of  the  pru 
dence  of  such  a  measure ;  nothing,  certainly  for  its 
magnanimity.  But  since  that  is  impossible,  and  whoever 
is  acquainted  with  the  state  of  the  denomination,  is 
aware  of  the  diversity  which  subsists  in  the  constitution 
of  our  churches  in  this  particular,  the  true  state  of  the 
question  is,  whether  that  article  of  the  Apostles'  Creed 
which  asserts  the  communion  of  saints,  is  to  be  merged 
in  an  exclusive  zeal  for  baptism,  and  its  systematic 
violation,  in  our  judgement  at  least,  to  remain  unnoticed 
and  unchecked,  in  deference  to  party  feelings  and  interests. 
We  are  at  a  loss  to  conceive  how  the  association  of  truth 
with  error  is  capable  of  benefiting  the  former ;  or  how  it 
can  be  eventually  injured  by  an  attempt  (conducted  in  a 
Christian  spirit)  to  dissolve  an  alliance  which  resembles 
the  junction  of  the  living  with  the  dead.  While  the  pre 
servation  of  peace  is  dear  to  us,  the  interests  of  truth 
are  still  more  so ;  and  we  would  fix  our  eyes  on  the 
order  in  which  the  attributes  of  that  celestial  wisdom 
are  enumerated,  which  is  "first  pure,  then  peaceable." 

Before  closing  this  Preface,  I  must  be  allowed  to 
advert  to  a  circumstance  intimately  connected  with  the 
eventual  success  of  the  cause  in  which  I  am  embarked. 
It  is  the  general  practice  of  our  churches,  whatever  may 
be  the  sentiments  of  the  majority,  to  continue  the  prac- 
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tice  of  strict  communion,  in  almost  every  instance  \vhere 
the  opposite  system  is  incapable  of  being  introduced 
with  a  perfect  unanimity ;  in  consequence  of  which,  it 
frequently  happens  that  the  constitution  of  the  church 
continues  to  sanction  strict  communion,  while  the  senti 
ments  of  a  vast  majority  of  its  members  are  decidedly 
in  favour  of  a  contrary  system;  and,  in  opposition  to 
the  usage  which  obtains  on  other  occasions,  the  private 
sentiments  of  the  few,  are  made  to  regulate  and  control 
the  conduct  of  the  many.  Where,  it  may  be  asked,  is 
the  propriety,  where  the  justice,  of  such  a  mode  of  pro 
ceeding  ?  Whatever  respect  may  be  due  to  the  consci 
entious,  though  erroneous,  scruples  of  an  upright  mind, 
it  is  not  easy  to  perceive  why  these  should  be  permitted 
to  prescribe  to  the  better  judgement  of  those  whom  rve 
must  necessarily  consider  as  more  enlightened. 

As  the  majority,  convinced,  as  they  are  supposed  to 
be,  of  the  right  of  all  genuine  Christians  to  communion, 
must  necessarily  regard  the  dissentients  as  being  in  error, 
it  deserves  to  be  considered  in  what  manner  error  ought 
to  be  treated.  Ought  it  to  be  the  object  of  tolera 
tion,  or  should  it  be  invested  with  dominion  ?  Surely 
all  it  can  reasonably  claim  is  the  former ;  but  when,  in 
deference  to  it,  the  far  greater  part  of  a  society  refrain 
from  acting  agreeably  to  their  avowed  principles,  and 
consent  to  withhold,  from  another  class  of  their  fellow- 
christians,  what  they  consider  as  their  undoubted  right, 
they  cannot  be  said  merely  to  tolerate  the  error  in  ques 
tion  ;  no,  they  in  reality  place  it  on  the  throne — they 
prostrate  themselves  before  it.  Yet,  strange  as  it  may 
appear,  such  is  at  present  the  conduct  of  the  baptist 
societies.  While  there  remains  the  smallest  scantling  of 
members  averse  to  open  communion,  the  doors,  in  com 
pliance  with  their  scruples,  continue  shut,  and  paedo- 
baptist  candidates,  however  excellent,  or  however  nume 
rous,  are  excluded. 

Thus  the  intolerance  of  one  class  of  Christians  is  not 
only  indulged,  but  pampered  and  caressed,  while  the 
religious  profession  of  another  is  treated  as  a  nullity. 
The  incongruity  of  this  mode  of  proceeding  is  also  ex- 
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tremely  obvious  in  another  view.  The  admission  of 
members  in  our  societies,  it  is  well  known,  is  deter 
mined  by  a  majority  of  suffrages,  where  the  minority  is 
expected,  and  that  most  reasonably,  quietly  to  acquiesce 
in  the  decision  of  the  majority.  But  in  the  case  under 
present  consideration,  where  strict  communion  is  prac 
tised  in  a  church,  the  majority  of  whose  members  are  of 
a  contrary  persuasion,  the  eligibility,  not  of  an  indi 
vidual,  but  of  a  whole  class  of  individuals,  to  an  in 
definite  extent,  is  virtually  determined  by  the  judgement 
of  the  smaller,  in  opposition  to  the  larger  party. 

The  injustice  of  such  an  arrangement  will,  perhaps,  be 
admitted  ;  but  how,  it  will  be  asked,  can  it  be  remedied  ? 
Would  it  be  proper  to  exclude  such  as  feel  it  impossible, 
with  a  good  conscience,  to  commune  with  pa3dobaptists, 
in  order  to  make  room  for  the  latter  ?  Nothing  is  more 
remote  from  our  intention.  "Without  inflicting  the 
slightest  wound  on  those  amiable  and  exemplary  per 
sons  who  scruple  the  lawfulness  of  that  measure,  the 
remedy  appears  equally  simple  and  obvious. 

Whenever  there  is  a  decided  majority  in  a  church, 
whose  views  are  in  unison  with  those  which  we  are 
attempting  to  recommend,  let  them  throw  down  the 
barriers,  and  admit  pious  pasdobaptists  without  hesita 
tion  ;  and  let  those  whose  principles  deter  them  from 
joining  in  such  a  communion,  receive  the  Lord's  supper 
apart,  retaining,  at  the  same  time,  all  their  rights  and 
privileges  unimpaired.  By  this  simple  expedient,  the 
views  of  all  the  parties  will  be  met ;  the  majority  will 
exert  their  prerogative,  and  act  consistently  with  their 
avowed  principles ;  the  paBdobaptists  will  obtain  their 
rights ;  and  the  abettors  of  strict  communion  will  enjoy 
that  state  of  separation  and  seclusion  which  they  covet. 
By  this  means,  a  silent  revolution  may  be  effected  in  our 
churches,  unstained  by  a  particle  of  violence  or  of  in 
justice.  But,  while  the  present  plan  is  pursued,  while 
we  are  waiting  for  the  last  sands  of  intolerance  to  run 
out,  the  domination  of  error  and  injustice  may  be  pro 
longed  to  an  interminable  period,  since,  of  all  creatures, 
bigotry  is  the  most  tenacious  of  life. 
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Sudden  and  violent  reformations  are  not  only  seldom 
lasting,  but  the  mischief  which  results,  and  the  disgust 
they  excite,  often  produce  a  reaction,  which  confirms  and 
perpetuates  the  evil  they  attempt  to  eradicate.  For  this 
reason,  great  prudence  and  moderation  are  requisite  in 
every  effort  to  meliorate  the  state  of  public  bodies.  He 
who  aspires  to  remove  their  prejudices,  must  treat  them 
with  tenderness  and  respect,  urging  them  to  no  step  for 
which  they  are  not  fully  prepared,  by  a  mature  and 
widely  extended  conviction  of  its  propriety ;  for  no  in 
novations,  however  desirable  in  themselves,  will  be  per 
manently  beneficial,  the  stability  and  perpetuity  of  which 
are  not  guaranteed  by  the  previous  illumination  of  those 
by  whom  they  are  adopted. 

Having  devoted  more  time  and  attention  to  the  pre 
sent  controversy  already,  than  many  are  disposed  to 
think  it  entitled  to,  it  is  by  no  means  my  intention  to 
renew  it,  conceiving  it  a  contemptible  ambition  to  deter 
mine  to  have  the  last  word,  which  is  nothing  less  than 
to  aspire  at  a  preeminence  in  pertinacity.  Resting  with 
perfect  confidence  on  the  truth,  and,  consequently,  on 
the  ultimate  triumphs  of  the  principles  which  I  have 
attempted  to  defend,  the  detection  of  incidental  mistakes, 
and  the  exposure  of  minor  errors,  will  not  disturb  my 
repose,  however  justly  they  may  awaken  a  feeling  of 
regret  that  the  powers  of  the  advocate  were  not  more 
commensurate  with  the  merits  of  the  cause. 

If  the  author  has  been,  on  any  occasion,  betrayed,  in 
the  ardour  of  debate,  into  language  which  the  reader 
may  deem  disrespectful  to  his  opponent,  it  will  give  him 
real  concern.  He  knows  none  whose  character  entitles 
him  to  higher  esteem ;  nor  is  he  insensible  to  the  value 
of  those  expressions  of  personal  regard  with  which  Mr. 
Kinghorn  has  honoured  him,  nor  of  that  general  mild 
ness  and  urbanity,  which  is  at  once  the  character  of  his 
mind  and  of  his  performance.  Aware  of  the  tendency 
of  controversy  to  alienate  the  parties  from  each  other, 
who  engage  in  it,  it  is  matter  of  regret,  on  that  account, 
and  on  that  only,  that  it  was  my  lot  to  meet  with  an 
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antagonist  in  Mr.  Kinghorn.*  In  every  other  respect, 
it  is  a  fortunate  circumstance  for  the  cause  of  truth  ;  for 
while  his  temper  affords  a  security  from  that  virulence, 
and  those  personalities,  which  are  the  opprobrium  of 
theological  debate,  his  talents  ensure  his  doing  justice  to 
his  cause,  perhaps  beyond  any  other  person  of  the  same 
persuasion.  A  very  different  performance,  in  many  re 
spects,  was  anticipated,  it  is  true ;  nor  could  the  extra 
ordinary  assertions,  not  to  say  adventurous  paradoxes, 
he  has  hazarded,  fail  to  excite  surprise;  although  his 
character  exempts  him  from  the  suspicion  of  that  arro 
gance  and  conceit,  in  which  they  usually  originate. 
They  are  rather  to  be  ascribed  to  a  dissatisfaction  (which 
he  dares  not  pretend  to  conceal)  with  former  apologists  ; 
and  a  determination,  if  possible,  to  compass  the  same 
object  by  a  different  route.  The  intelligent  reader  will 
probably  be  of  opinion,  that  he  has  attempted  to  give  an 
air  of  originality  to  what  was  not  susceptible  of  it ;  and 
that,  aiming  to  enrich  and  support  a  most  meagre  and 
barren  thesis,  by  new  arguments,  he  is  reduced  to  the 
same  necessity  as  the  Israelites,  that  of  "  making  bricks 
without  straw." 

Having  already  made  the  porch  too  large  for  the  build 
ing,  one  additional  remark  only  is  submitted  to  the  atten 
tion  of  the  reader,  previous  to  his  entrance  on  the  fol 
lowing  discussion.  The  little  success  which  has  attended 
our  exhibition  of  the  doctrine  of  baptism,  continued  now 
for  many  generations,  deserves  the  serious  consideration  of 
every  intelligent  baptist.  With  all  our  efforts,  with  all  the 
advantage  of  overwhelming  evidence,  (as  appears  tome,) 
in  favour  of  our  sentiments,  the  prospects  of  their  re 
ception,  (to  say  nothing  of  established  churches,  where 
there  are  peculiar  impediments  to  be  encountered,)  the 
prospect  of  their  reception  by  dissenting  communities  is 
as  distant  as  ever  :  and  it  may  be  doubted  whether,  since 
the  recent  revival  of  religion,  our  progress  is  in  a  fair 
proportion  to  that  of  other  denominations.  It  may  be 

*  Mr.  Kinghorn  studied  under  Mr.  Hall,  at  the  Bristol  Academy. 
— ED. 
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possible  to  assign  the  second  causes  of  this  remarkable 
event;  but  as  second  causes  are  always  subservient  to 
the  intentions  of  the  first,  it  deserves  our  serious  con 
sideration,  whether  we  are  not  labouring  under  the  sen 
sible  frown  of  the  great  Head  of  the  church ;  and  "  is 
there  not  a  cause  ?"  A  visible  inferiority  to  other  chris- 
tians  in  zeal  and  piety  will  scarcely  be  imputed;  nor 
have  we  been  left  destitute  of  that  competent  measure 
of  learning  and  talent  requisite  to  the  support  of  our 
doctrines.  The  cause  of  our  failure,  then,  is  not  to  be 
looked  for  in  that  quarter.  But  though  we  have  not 
"  drank  with  the  drunken,"  if  we  have  unwittingly 
"  beaten  our  fellow-servants,"  by  assuming  a  dominion 
over  their  conscience  ;  if  we  have  severed  ourselves  from 
the  members  of  Christ,  and  under  pretence  of  pre 
serving  the  purity  of  Christian  ordinances,  violated  the 
Christian  spirit ;  if  we  have  betrayed  a  lamentable  want 
of  that  "  love  which  is  the  fulfilling  of  the  law,"  by  de 
nying  a  place  in  our  churches  to  those  who  belong  to  the 
"church  of  the  first-born,"  and  straitening  their  avenue, 
till  it  has  become  narrower  than  the  way  to  heaven ;  we 
may  easily  account  for  all  that  has  followed,  and  have 
more  occasion  to  be  surprised  at  the  compassionate 
Redeemer's  bearing  with  our  infirmities,  than  at  his  not 
bestowing  a  signal  blessing  on  our  labours. 


VOL.  in. 


PART    1. 

THE  FUNDAMENTAL  POSITION;  OR  THE  SUPPOSED  NECES 
SARY  CONNEXION  BETWEEN  THE  TWO  POSITIVE  INSTI 
TUTES  OF  CHRISTIANITY  EXAMINED. 


CHAP.  I. 

Remarks  on  Mr.  Kinghorn  8  Statement  of  the  Controversy. 

PERFECTLY  concurring  in  opinion  with  Mr.  Kinghorn, 
that  it  is  of  importance  that  the  point  in  debate  be 
fairly  stated,  a  few  remarks,  designed  to  show  in  what 
respects  his  statement  is  inaccurate  or  defective,  will  not 
be  deemed  irrelevant.  He  justly  observes  that  the  ques 
tion,  and  the  only  question,  is,  whether  those  who  are 
acknowledged  to  be  unbaptized  ought  to  come  to  the  Lord's 
table.  After  stating  the  sentiments  of  the  pasdobaptists, 
he  proceeds  to  observe  that  the  "  baptists  act  on  a  differ 
ent  plan ;  they  think  that  baptism  ought  to  be  adminis 
tered  to  those  only  who  profess  repentance  towards  God, 
and  faith  in  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ ;  and  that  it  should 
be  administered  to  them  on  such  profession  by  immersion. 
And  then,  and  not  before,  they  consider  such  persons  pro 
perly  qualified,  according  to  the  New  Testament,  for  the 
reception  of  the  Lord's  supper."  The  last  position,  Mr. 
Kinghorn  is  aware,  is  not  maintained  by  the  baptists  as 
such,  but  by  part  of  them  only  :  it  may  be  doubted 
whether  it  be  the  sentiment  of  the  majority.  Why  then 
identify  the  advocates  of  strict  communion  with  the 
body,  as  though  the  abettors  of  a  contrary  practice  were 
too  inconsiderable  to  be  mentioned,  or  were  not  entitled 
to  be  considered  as  baptists  ? 
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It  is  but  just  however  to  remark,  that  this  disposition 
to  enlarge  the  number  of  his  partizans,  is  not  peculiar 
to  this  writer.  Mr.  Booth,  when  engaged  in  defending 
a  thesis,  about  which  the  baptists  had  long  been  divided, 
chose,  in  the  same  spirit,  to  denominate  his  performance 
An  Apology  for  the  Baptists.* 

Our  author  proceeds  to  observe,  "  Here  arises  a  con 
troversy  between  the  two  parties,  not  only  respecting 
baptism,  but  also  respecting  their  conduct  to  each  other 
on  the  subject  of  communion."  Where,  let  me  ask,  are 
the  traces  to  be  found  of  this  imaginary  controversy 
betwixt  baptists  and  paedobaptists  on  that  subject  ?  That 
they  have  been  often  engaged  in  acrimonious  disputes 
with  each  other  on  the  point  of  baptism,  is  certain ;  but 
of  the  history  of  this  strange  debate  about  terms  of  com 
munion,  the  public  are  totally  ignorant.  What  are  the 
names  of  the  parties  engaged,  and  to  what  publications 
did  it  give  birth  ?  This  author  had  informed  us  at  the 
distance  of  a  few  lines,  that  the  pgedobaptists  in  general 
believe  that  none  ought  to  come  to  the  Lord's  table  who 
are  not  baptized.  If  this  is  correct,  we  may  indeed 
easily  conceive  of  their  being  offended  with  us  for  deem 
ing  them  unbaptized ;  but  how  our  refusal  to  admit  them 
to  communion  should  become  the  subject  of  debate,  is 
utterly  mysterious.  Did  they,  in  contradiction  to  the 
fundamental  laws  of  reasoning,  attempt  to  persuade  Us 
to  act  in  contradiction  to  the  principles  agreed  upon  by 
both  parties  ?  The  supposition  is  impossible*  The  truth 
is — nor  could  the  writer  be  ignorant  of  it — that  the  dis-^ 
pute  respecting  communion  existed  in  our  own  denomi^ 
nation,  and  in  that  only. 

An  attempt  is  made  to  represent  the  advocates  of 
mixed  communion  as  divided  among  themselves,  and  as 
resting  the  vindication  of  their  conduct  on  opposite 
grounds.  In  stating  their  views,  Mr.  Kinghorn  observes, 
''that  as  their  peedobaptist  brethren  think  themselves 

*  Who  would  expect  to  find  that  a  book,  entitled  An  Apology  for 
the  Baptists,  chiefly  consists  of  a  severe  reprehension  of  the  princi 
ples  and  practices  of  a  respectable  part  of  that  body  ? 
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baptized,  they  are  willing  to  admit  them  on  that  ground, 
since  they  do  not  object  to  baptism  itself,  but  only  differ 
from  others  in  the  circumstances  of  the  ordinance." 

"  Some,"  he  adds,  "  lay  down  a  still  wider  principle, 
that  baptism  has  no  connexion  with  church  communion; 
and  that  in  forming  a  Christian  church,  the  question 
ought  not  to  be,  are  these  Christians  who  wish  to  unite 
in  church-fellowship  baptized,  whatever  that  term  is  con 
sidered  as  meaning — but  are  they,  as  far  as  we  can  judge, 
real  Christians?"* 

Of  this  diversity  in  the  mode  of  defending  our  prac 
tice,  the  writer  of  these  pages  confesses  himself  totally 
ignorant :  and  whatever  prejudices  our  cause  may  sustain, 
it  has  not  yet  been  injured  by  that  which  results  from 
intestine  dissension.  Different  modes  of  expression  may 
have  been  adopted  by  different  writers,  but  a  perfect  ac 
cordance  of  principle,  a  coincidence  in  the  reasons  alleged 
for  our  practice,  has  pervaded  our  apologies.  We  have 
not,  like  our  opponents,  professed  to  take  new  ground  :t 
we  have  not  constructed  defences  so  totally  dissimilar  as 
the  publications  of  a  Booth  and  a  Kinghorn,  where  the 
argument  which  is  placed  in  the  very  front  by  the  for 
mer,  is  by  the  latter  abandoned  as  untenable.  It  is 
easy  to  perceive  that  the  alleged  disagreement  in  our 
principles  is  a  mere  phantom.  While  we  universally 
maintain  the  nullity  of  infant  baptism,  the  persuasion 
which  our  pa3dobaptist  brethren  entertain  of  their  being 
baptized,  can  never  be  mistaken  for  baptism,  and  they, 
consequently,  cannot  be  received  in  the  character  of  bap 
tized  persons.  Our  constant  practice  of  administering 
immersion  to  such,  on  a  change  of  sentiment,  would  on 
that  supposition  convict  us  at  once  of  being  anabaptists. 
It  is  not,  then,  under  any  idea  that  they  have  really  par 
taken  of  that  ordinance,  more  than  the  people  called 
quakers,  that  we  admit  them  to  our  communion ;  but  in 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  pp.  11,  12. 

•{•  "  The  reader  who  is  acquainted  with  the  Apology  for  the  Baptists, 
written  by  the  late  venerable  Abraham  Booth,  will  find  that  in  the  fol 
lowing  pages  I  have  taken  ground  somewhat  different  from  his.  I  have 
adopted  rather  a  different  mode  of  defence."— Baptism  a  Term  of 
Communion,  p .  8 
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the  character  of  sincere  though  mistaken  christians,  who 
have  evinced,  even  with  respect  to  the  particular  in 
which  we  deem  them  erroneous,  no  disposition  to  treat 
a  Christian  rite  with  levity  or  neglect ;  and  if  there  are 
those  who  would  refuse  to  commune  with  such  as  reject 
the  ordinance  altogether,  it  is  because  they  suspect  them 
of  such  a  disposition.  As  there  can  be  no  degrees  in 
nothing,  they  are  not  so  weak  as  to  suppose  that  one 
class  is  in  reality  more  baptized  than  the  other  ;  but  one 
is  supposed  to  mistake  the  nature  of  an  institute,  which 
the  other  avowedly  neglects.  In  this  case,  he  who  is 
prepared  to  believe  that  the  omission  of  Christian  bap 
tism,  from  a  notion  of  its  not  being  designed  for  perpe 
tuity,  may  consist  with  that  deference  to  divine  autho 
rity  which  is  essential  to  a  Christian,  will  receive  both 
without  hesitation  :  he  who  is  incapable  of  extending  his 
candour  so  far,  will  make  a  distinction :  he  will  admit 
the  pasdobaptist,  while  he  rejects  the  person  who  pur 
posely  omits  the  ceremony  altogether.  Whichever  mea 
sure  we  adopt,  we  act  on  the  same  principle,  and  merely 
apply  it  with  more  or  less  extent,  according  to  the  com 
prehension  of  our  charity.  If  we  supposed  there  were  a 
necessary  unalterable  connexion  between  the  two  positive 
Christian  institutes,  so  that  none  were  qualified  for  com 
munion  who  had  not  been  previously  baptized,  we  could 
not  hesitate  fora  moment  respecting  the  refusal  of  pa?do- 
baptists,  without  renouncing  the  principles  of  our  deno 
mination.  On  the  other  hand,  if  among  such  as  are 
supposed  to  be  equally  unbaptized,  we  admit  some  and 
reject  others,  this  difference  must  be  derived,  not  from 
the  consideration  of  baptism,  but  of  personal  character ; 
in  other  words,  from  our  supposing  ourselves  to  possess 
that  evidence  of  the  piety  of  the  party  accepted,  which 
is  deficient  in  the  other.  Hence  it  is  manifest  that  no 
thing  can  be  more  simple  and  intelligible  than  the  prin 
ciples  on  which  we  proceed,  which  are  of  such  a  nature 
as  to  preclude  every  other  diversity  of  opinion,  except 
what  regards  their  application  in  particular  instances. 

He  who  mistakes  the  nature  of  a  positive  institute,  is 
in  a  different  predicament  of  error  from  him  who  avow- 
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edly  rejects  it  altogether ;  the  imperfection  which  claims 
toleration  in  our  pasdobaptist  brethren,  is  different  in  its 
nature  from  that  which  attaches  to  such  as  are  disposed 
to  set  the  ordinance  aside.  It  is  very  possible  therefore 
that  some  may  be  willing  to  extend  their  indulgence  to 
what  appears  to  them  the  least  of  two  errors,  while  they 
refuse  toleration  to  the  greater,  and,  on  this  ground,  ad 
mit  a  psedobaptist,  while  they  scruple  to  receive  him  who 
does  not  even  profess  to  be  baptized.  But  in  making 
such  a  distinction,  no  intelligent  baptist  would  be  moved 
by  the  consideration  of  one  of  these  parties  being  bap 
tized,  and  the  other  not,  (for  this  would  be  admitting 
the  validity  of  infant  baptism,)  but  solely  by  the  differ 
ent  estimate  he  made  of  the  magnitude  of  the  respective 
errors.  Some  would  probably  consider  each  of  them 
consistent  with  a  credible  profession  of  Christianity; 
others  might  form  a  less  favourable  judgement.  In  this 
case  the  parties  would  act  differently,  while  they  main 
tained  the  same  principle,  and  adjusted  their  practice  by 
the  same  rule.* 


*  The  above  remarks  may  enable  the  reader  to  judge  of  the  justice 
with  which  Mr.  Kinghorn  asserts,  or  insinuates,  our  total  disagreement 
respecting  the  fundamental  principle  on  which  we  justify  our  practice. 
"  Among  the  baptists,"  he  says,  "  who  plead  for  mixed  communion,  1 
apprehend  few  will  be  found  who  would  fairly  take  Mr.  Hall's  principle 
m  all  its  consequences.  In  general  they  palliate,  and  plead  that  many 
good  men  think  themselves  baptized,  and  they  are  willing  to  accept 
them  on  that  footing,  leaving  it  to  their  own  consciences  to  decide  whe 
ther  they  had  received  such  baptism  as  the  word  of  God  required ;  and 
they  will  hardly  admit  the  possibility  of  any  case  occurring  which 
should  require  their  acting  on  a  wider  principle.  And  here  also,  as  far 
as  my  knowledge  and  observation  have  extended,  I  believe  the  cases 
are  very  few  in  which  the  position  would  be  fairly  and  boldly  adopted, 
that  Christian  communion  ought  to  be  held  with  those  who  deny  alto 
gether  the  obligation  to  attend  to  Christian  baptism." — p.  15.  My  op 
portunities  of  knowing  the  sentiments  of  the  liberal  part  of  the  baptists 
must  be  supposed  to  be  at  least  equal  to  Mr.  Kinghorn's;  yet  I  have 
not  heard  a  single  objection  fiomthem  against  the  general  principle. 
Exceptions  have  been  made  (as  might  be  expected)  to  particular  parts, 
but  none  whatever  to  the  fundamental  position  of  the  treatise.  The 
reason  he  assigns  for  supposing  that  many  would  not  adopt  the  general 
principle  in  its  full  extent,  is  inconclusive.  To  refuse  the  communion 
of  such  as  denied  the  obligation  of  baptism  altogether,  providing  that 
error  was  deemed  of  such  magnitude  as  to  induce  a  suspicion  of  the 
piety  of  the  party,  would  not  be  to  contradict  the  principle  in  the  small- 
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It  is  somewhat  extraordinary,  that  after  stating  the 
principle  on  which  my  Treatise  on  Communion  was 
founded,  Mr.  Kinghorn  makes  his  first  appeal  to  the 
pgedobaptists,  and  asks  whether  they  are  prepared  to 
acknowledge  that  baptism  and  the  Lord's  supper  have  no 
connexion.  To  what  purpose  is  a  question  referred  to  a 
class  of  persons,  who,  as  far  as  concerns  the  interior 
regulation  of  their  churches,  have  no  interest  in  the 
inquiry  ;  on  whose  practice  it  can  have  no  influence,  and 
who  are  supposed  by  both  the  parties  concerned,  to  be  in 
an  error  respecting  the  institution  itself,  which  has  given 
occasion  to  the  discussion  ?  The  confidence  with  which 
he  anticipates  their  favourable  suffrage,  appears  however 
to  be  ill  founded  ;  and  if  the  Evangelical  Magazine  for 
}  803  is  supposed  to  have  insinuated  sentiments  conge 
nial  with  his  own,  the  author  of  the  review  of  the  pre 
sent  controversy,  in  the  same  publication,  distinctly  and 
explicitly  expressed  his  approbation  of  the  treatise  On 
Terms  of  Communion.  I  have  no  doubt  the  result  of 
an  accurate  and  extensive  inquiry  into  the  prevailing 
sentiments  of  such  as  adhere  to  infant  baptism  would  be 
found  opposed  to  his  doctrine ;  and  that  such  of  them  as 
might  object  to  the  admission  of  a  member  avowedly 
unbaptized,  would  be  actuated  by  the  consideration  of  the 
magnitude  of  the  error,  and  not  by  the  conviction  of  a 
specific  and  essential  connexion  betwixt  the  two  ordi 
nances  in  question.  In  other  words,  they  would  decide 
on  the  case  upon  principles  common  to  the  advocates 
of  mixed  communion. 

His  pretence  for  calling  in  such  a  host  of  disputants 
is  that  he  may  "  clear  the  field,"  which,  in  my  humble 
opinion,  will  be  best  accomplished  by  confining  the 
debate  within  its  proper  limits ;  regarding  it  agreeably 
to  its  true  nature,  as  a  controversy  which  concerns  our 
own  denomination  alone,  without  attempting  to  extort  a 
verdict  from  persons  who  have  not  been  placed  in  a 

est  degree ;  and  I  am  persuaded  that  amongst  the  advocates  of  mixed 
communion  the  refusal  would  proceed  on  no  other  ground.  It  is  one 
thing  to  reject  a  general  principle,  and  another  to  differ  about  the  appli 
cation  of  it  to  particular  cases. 
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situation  to  invite  their  attention  to  the  subject.  For 
tunately  for  them,  they  are  under  no  temptation  to  treat 
their  fellow-christians  with  indignity ;  whether  they 
would  have  maintained  the  stern  inflexibility  which  is 
prepared  to  sacrifice  the  communion  of  saints  to  an 
unfounded  hypothesis,  must  be  left  to  conjecture.  We 
indulge  a  hope  that  they  would  have  hesitated  long  ere 
they  admitted  a  doctrine  which  draws  after  it  such  con 
sequences  ;  that  they  would  have  judged  of  the  tree  by 
its  fruits,  and  have  discovered  some  better  mode  of  sig 
nalizing  their  allegiance  to  Christ,  than  by  the  excision 
of  his  members.  The  tenet  to  which  we  are  opposed, 
produces  an  effect  so  contrary  to  what  the  genius  of 
the  gospel  teaches  us  to  anticipate,  and  so  repugnant  to 
the  noblest  feeling  of  the  heart,  as  to  form  a  presumption 
against  it  which  nothing  can  surmount,  but  the  utmost 
force  and  splendour  of  evidence.  How  far  it  is  from 
possessing  such  support,  or  even  that  preponderance  in 
the  scale  of  argument  which  would  produce  conviction 
on  the  most  trivial  subject,  it  is  the  business  of  the  fol 
lowing  sheets  to  inquire. 

In  deciding  the  question,  whether  persons  wThom  we 
deem  unbaptized  are  entitled  to  approach  the  Lord's 
table,  we  must  examine  the  connexion  subsisting 
betwixt  the  two  positive  ordinances,  baptism  and  the 
Lord's  supper. 

Our  opponents  contend  that  there  is  such  a  connexion 
betwixt  these  as  renders  them  inseparable ;  so  that  he 
who  is  deemed  unbaptized,  is,  ipso  facto,  apart  from  any 
consideration  whatever  of  the  cause  of  that  omission, 
disqualified  for  approaching  the  sacred  elements.  We 
contend  that  the  absence  of  baptism  may  disqualify,  and 
that  it  does  disqualify,  wherever  it  appears  to  proceed 
from  a  criminal  motive ;  that  is,  wherever  its  neglect  is 
accompanied  with  a  conviction  of  its  divine  authority. 
In  this  case,  we  consider  the  piety  of  such  a  person  at 
least  doubtful;  but  when  the  omission  proceeds  from 
involuntary  prejudice,  or  mistake,  when  the  party 
evinces  his  conscientious  adherence  to  known  duty, 
by  the  general  tenour  of  his  conduct;  we  do  not 
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consider  the  mere  absence  of  baptism  as  a  sufficient  bar 
to  communion.  On  this  ground  we  cheerfully  receive 
pious  pa?dobaptists,  not  from  the  supposition  that  the 
ceremony  which  they  underwent  in  their  infancy  pos 
sesses  the  smallest  validity,  but  as  sincere  followers  of 
Christ :  and  for  my  own  part,  I  should  feel  as  little 
hesitation  in  admitting  such  as  deny  the  perpetuity  of 
baptism,  whenever  the  evidence  of  their  piety  is  equally 
clear  and  decisive. 

It  is  apparent  that  the  whole  controversy  turns  on  the 
connexion  betwixt  the  two  positive  institutes ;  and  that 
in  order  to  justify  the  conduct  of  our  opponents,  it  is 
not  sufficient  to  evince  the  authority  or  perpetuity  of 
each,  and  the  consequent  obligation  of  attending  to 
both  :  it  is  necessary  to  show  the  dependence  of  one 
upon  the  other ;  not  merely  that  they  are  both  clearly 
and  unequivocally  enjoined,  but  that  the  one  is  prescribed 
with  a  view  to  the  other. 

There  are  two  methods  by  which  we  may  suppose 
this  to  be  effected;  either  by  showing  their  inherent 
and  intrinsic  dependence,  or  by  making  it  appear  that 
they  are  connected  by  positive  law.  Betwixt  ritual 
observances,  it  is  seldom,  if  ever,  possible  to  discover  an 
inherent  connexion  ;  in  the  present  case  it  will  probably 
not  be  attempted.  If  the  advocates  of  exclusive  com 
munion  succeed,  it  must  be  in  the  last  of  these  methods  ; 
it  must  be  by  proving,  from  express  declarations  of 
scripture,  that  baptism  is  an  invariable  and  essential 
pre-requisite  to  communion.  A  Jew  would  have  found 
no  difficulty  in  establishing  this  fact  respecting  circum 
cision  and  the  passover :  he  would  have  immediately 
pointed  to  the  book  of  Exodus,  where  we  find  an  express 
prohibition  of  an  uncircumcised  person  from  partaking 
of  the  paschal  lamb.  Let  some  similar  evidence  be 
adduced  on  the  present  subject — let  some  declaration 
from  scripture  be  exhibited  which  distinctly  prohibits  the 
celebration  of  the  Lord's  supper  by  any  person  who, 
from  a  misconception  of  its  nature,  has  omitted  the 
baptismal  ceremony,  and  the  controversy  will  be  at 
rest.  The  reader  can  scarcely  be  too  often  reminded 
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that  this  is  the  very  hinge  of  the  present  debate,  which, 
(as  appears  from  the  title  of  his  pamphlet,)  Mr.  Fuller 
clearly  perceived,  however  unsuccessful  he  may  have 
been  in  establishing  that  fundamental  position.  Much 
that  Mr.  Kinghorn  has  advanced  will  be  found  to  be 
totally  irrelevant  to  the  inquiry  in  hand ;  and  in  more 
instances  than  one,  the  intelligent  reader  will  perceive 
him  to  have  made  concessions  which  are  destructive  of 
his  cause.  But  let  us  proceed  to  a  careful  investigation 
of  the  arguments  by  which  he  attempts  to  establish  the 
aforesaid  connexion. 


CHAP.  II. 

His  Attempt  to  establish   the   Connexion  contended  for, 
from  the  Apostolic  Commission  and  Primitive   Pre- 


MY  respectable  opponent  commences  this  branch  of 
the  argument  by  quoting  the  apostolic  commission, 
justly  remarking,  that  whatever  may  be  thought  of 
John's  baptism,  the  ceremony  enjoined  in  that  commission 
must  belong,  in  the  strictest  sense,  to  the  Christian  dis 
pensation.  The  commission  is  as  follows : — "  Go  ye 
therefore,  and  teach  all  nations,  baptizing  them  in  the 
name  of  the  Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy 
Ghost ;  teaching  them  to  observe  all  things  whatsoever 
I  have  commanded  you."  Matt,  xxviii.  1 9,  20.  Or  as  it 
is  recorded  in  Luke — "  Go  ye  into  all  the  world,  and 
preach  the  gospel  to  every  creature.  He  that  believeth, 
and  is  baptized,  shall  be  saved."  "  This,"  Mr.  Kinghorn 
observes,  "  is  the  law ;  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  are  a 
commentary  on  that  law;  not  leaving  us  to  collect 
from  mere  precedents  what  ought  to  be  done,  but  show 
ing  us  how  the  law  was  practically  explained  by  those 
who  perfectly  understood  it."  He  reminds  us,  "that  in 
every  instance  where  the  history  descends  to  particulars, 
we  find  they  constantly  adhered  to  this  rule ;  and  that 
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when  they  taught,  and  men  believed,  the  apostles  bap 
tized  them,  and  then  further  instructed  them  in  the  things 
pertaining  to  the  kingdom  of  God." 

We  are  as  ready  to  allow  as  Mr.  Kinghorn,  that 
baptism  was  enjoined  by  the  apostolic  commission ;  we 
are  perfectly  agreed  with  him  respecting  the  law  of 
baptism,  and  are  accustomed  to  explain  its  nature,  and 
enforce  its  authority,  by  the  same  arguments  as  he  him 
self  would  employ.  We  have  no  controversy  with  him, 
or  with  his  party,  on  the  subject  of  baptism,  considered 
apart  from  the  Lord's  supper;  and,  were  he  disputing 
with  such  as  deny  its  original  appointment,  or  its  per 
petuity,  the  passages  he  quotes  would  be  fully  to  his 
purpose.  But,  where  the  inquiry  turns,  not  on  the 
nature  or  obligation  of  baptism,  but  on  the  necessary 
dependence  of  another  institution  upon  it,  we  are  at  a  loss 
to  perceive  in  what  manner  the  quotation  applies  to  the 
question  before  us.  To  us  it  is  inconceivable  how  any 
thing  more  is  deducible  from  the  law  of  baptism,  than 
its  present  and  perpetual  obligation.  The  existence  of 
a  law  establishes  the  obligation  of  a  correspondent  duty, 
and  nothing  more.  The  utmost  efforts  of  ingenuity  can 
extort  no  other  inference  from  it,  than  that  a  portion  of 
blame  attaches  to  such  as  have  neglected  to  comply  with 
it,  variable  in  its  degree  by  an  infinity  of  circumstances, 
too  subtle  to  be  ascertained,  and  too  numerous  to  be  re 
cited.  We  feel  no  hesitation  in  avowing  our  belief  that 
psedobaptists  of  all  denominations  have  failed  in  a  cer 
tain  part  of  their  duty  ;  for  this  is  a  legitimate  inference 
from  the  perpetuity  of  the  baptismal  ordinance,  joined 
with  our  persuasion  that  we  have  interpreted  it  correctly. 
But  if  we  are  immediately  to  conclude  from  thence, 
that  they  are  disqualified  for  Christian  communion,  we 
must  seek  a  church  which  consists  of  members  who 
have  failed  in  no  branch  of  obedience ;  and  must  conse 
quently  despair  of  finding  fit  communicants  apart  from 
the  spirits  of  just  men  made  perfect.  Examine  the 
idea  of  law  with  the  utmost  rigour,  turn  it  on  all  sides, 
and  it  will  present  nothing  beyond  the  obligation  to  a 
certain  species  of  conduct ;  so  that  if  paedobaptists  are 
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really  disqualified  for  the  Lord's  supper,  it  must  be  for 
some  other  reason  than  their  non-compliance  with  a  law^ 
or  otherwise  we  must  insist  upon  the  refusal  of  every 
individual  who  has  not  discharged  all  his  obligations. 
To  expatiate  on  the  distinctness  and  solemnity  with 
which  the  baptismal  ceremony  was  enjoined,  is  little 
less  than  trifling,  in  a  debate  with  persons  who  fully 
accede  to  every  part  of  the  statement,  and  who  wish  to 
be  informed,  not  whether  our  pasdobaptist  brethren  are 
in  error,  but  whether  its  moral  amount,  its  specific 
nature,  is  such  as  to  annul  their  claims  to  Christian  com 
munion.  On  this  point,  the  passages  adduced  maintain 
a  profound  silence. 

If  the  practice  of  strict  communion  derives  no  support 
from  the  law  of  baptism,  it  is  impossible  it  should  derive 
it  from  apostolical  precedent ;  since  the  apostles,  as  this 
author  observes,  adhered  constantly  to  the  rule.  They 
did  neither  more  nor  less  than  its  letter  enjoined :  conse 
quently,  we  must  be  mistaken,  if  we  imagine  we  can 
infer  any  thing  from  their  practice,  beyond  what  a  just 
and  fair  interpretation  of  its  terms  would  suggest.  It 
the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  are,  as  Mr.  Kinghorn  asserts, 
"  a  commentary  on  the  law,  showing  us  how  it  was 
practically  explained,"  it  is  impossible  it  should  contain 
a  tittle  more  than  is  found  in  the  text.  Let  us  see  how 
the  apostles  acted.  "  When  they  taught  and  men 
believed,"  says  our  author,  "  the  apostles  baptized  them." 
Whom  did  they  baptize  ?  Undoubtedly  such,  and  such 
only,  as  were  convinced,  not  merely  of  the  truth  of 
Christianity,  but  of  the  obligation  of  the  particular  rite 
to  which  they  attended.  This  is  precisely  what  we  do. 
When  we  have  reason  to  believe  that  any  part  of  our 
hearers  "  have  received  the  truth  in  the  love  of  it,"  we 
proceed  to  explain  the  nature,  and  to  enforce  the  duty, 
of  baptism :  and  upon  their  expressing  their  conviction 
of  its  divine  authority,  we  baptize  them.  Such  a  previous 
conviction  is  necessary  to  render  it  "  a  reasonable  service." 
We  administer  that  rite  to  every  description  of  persons 
whom  our  opponents  themselves  deem  qualified,  and 
withhold  it  under  no  circumstances  in  which  the  apostles 
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would  have  practised  it.  Wherein,  then,  as  far  as  that 
institution  is  concerned,  does  our  practice  differ  from 
that  of  the  apostles?  Our  opponents  will  reply,  that 
though  in  the  administration  of  that  rite,  our  conduct 
corresponds  with  the  primitive  pattern,  yet  it  differs  in 
this,  that  we  receive  the  unbaptized  to  our  communion, 
which  was  not  done  in  the  apostolic  age.  To  this  we 
rejoin,  that  at  that  period  no  good  men  entertained  a 
doubt  respecting  its  nature — that  it  was  impossible  they 
should,  while  it  was  exemplified  before  their  eyes  in  the 
practice  of  the  apostles  and  the  evangelists — that  he  who 
refused  to  abide  by  the  decision  of  inspired  men,  would 
necessarily  have  forfeited  his  claim  to  be  considered  as 
a  Christian — that  a  new  state  of  things  has  arisen,  in 
which,  from  a  variety  of  causes,  the  doctrine  of  baptism 
has  been  involved  in  obscurity — that  some  of  the  best 
of  men  put  a  different  interpretation  on  the  language  of 
scripture  on  this  subject  from  ourselves — and  that  it  is 
great  presumption  to  claim  the  same  deference  with  the 
apostles,  and  to  treat  those  who  differ  from  us  on  the 
sense  of  scripture,  as  though  they  avowedly  opposed 
themselves  to  apostolic  authority.  To  misinterpret  is 
surely  not  the  same  thing  as  wilfully  to  contradict : 
and  however  confident  we  may  be  of  the  correctness 
of  our  own  interpretation,  to  place  such  as  are  incapable 
of  receiving  it,  on  the  same  level  with  those  who  with 
stood  the  apostles,  differs  little,  if  at  all,  from  the  claim 
of  infallibility. 

"We  reason,  as  we  conceive  conclusively,  in  favour  of 
adult,  in  opposition  to  infant,  baptism  :  our  predobaptist 
brethren  avow  their  inability  to  discern  the  justice  of  our 
conclusion  :  and  are  they  on  that  account  to  be  viewed 
in  the  same  light  as  though  they  intentionally  rejected 
the  decision  of  inspired  men  ?  What  is  this  but  to  set 
up  a  claim  to  inspiration,  or,  at  least,  to  such  an  infalli 
ble  guidance  in  the  explanation  of  scripture,  as  is  equally 
exempt  from  the  danger  of  error  or  mistake?  If  we 
examine  it  accurately,  it  amounts  to  more  than  a  claim 
to  infallibility :  it  implies  in  the  pa?dobaptists  a  know 
ledge  of  this  extraordinary  fact.  The  apostles  were  not 
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only  inspired,  and  consequently  infallible  teachers,  but 
were  known  and  acknowledged  to  be  such  by  the  primi 
tive  Christians :  and,  before  we  presume  to  demand  an 
implicit  acquiescence  in  our  conclusions,  and  to  consider 
ourselves  entitled  to  treat  dissentients  as  we  suppose  the 
opponents  of  the  apostles  would  have  been  treated,  it 
behoves  us  to  evince  our  possession  of  infallibility  by 
similar  evidence.  As  I  have  not  heard  of  our  opponents 
making  such  an  attempt,  I  cannot  sufficiently  express 
my  surprise  at  the  loftiness  of  their  pretensions,  and  the 
arrogance  of  their  language.  In  their  dialect,  all  chris- 
tians  besides  themselves  are  "  opposed  to  a  divine  com 
mand,"*  "  refuse  subjection  to  Christ,  and  violate  the 
laws  of  his  house."t 

The  justice  of  their  proceeding,  founded  on  the  pre 
tension  of  apostolical  precedent,  is  perfectly  congenial 
with  its  modesty.  Upon  the  supposition  that  a  professor 
of  Christianity,  in  the  times  of  the  apostles,  had  scrupled 
the  admission  of  adult  baptism,  could  he,  we  would  ask, 
in  the  circumstances  then  existing,  have  been  considered 
as  a  good  man,  or  a  genuine  convert  ?  The  reply  will 
unquestionably  be,  No.  "  He,"  said  St.  John,  "  who  is 
of  God,  heareth  us :  he  who  heareth  not  us,  is  not  of 
God :  hereby  ye  know  the  spirit  of  truth,  and  the  spirit 
of  error." 

In  this  case,  then,  it  is  admitted  that  the  simple  fact 
of  rejecting  adult  baptism  would  have  been  sufficient  to 
set  aside  a  pretension  to  the  Christian  character.  Is  it 
sufficient  now  ?  Are  the  pasdobaptists  to  be  universally 
considered  as  bad  men,  or,  at  least,  as  persons  whose 
Christianity  is  doubtful  ?  Nothing  is  more  distant  from 
the  avowed  sentiments  of  our  opponents.  Where,  then, 
is  the  justice  of  classing  together  men  of  the  most  oppo 
site  descriptions  ?  or  of  inferring,  that  because  the  apos 
tles  would  have  refused  communion  to  an  unbaptized 
person,  at  a  time  when  it  is  acknowledged  that  none  but 
false  professors  could  remain  in  that  state,  it  is  our  duty 
to  refuse  it  to  some  of  the  most  excellent  of  the  earth, 

*  Booth.  f  Kinghorn. 
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merely  on  account  of  the  absence  of  that  ceremony  ?  As 
it  is  admitted,  on  all  hands,  that  baptism  was  then  so 
circumstanced,  that  the  omission  of  it  was  inconsistent 
with  a  credible  profession  of  piety,  nothing  more  is  ne 
cessary  to  account  for  the  precedent  which  includes  it ; 
it  wras  the  necessary  result  of  the  then  state  of  things, 
and  the  apostles,  it  is  acknowledged,  could  not  have  ex 
tended  their  communion  beyond  the  limits  of  that  rite, 
without  incorporating  insincere  professors.  But  if  this 
reason  is  sufficient  to  account  for  it,  it  is  unphilosophical 
and  unreasonable  to  seek  for  another.  The  supposed 
inherent  and  inseparable  connexion  betwixt  the  two 
positive  institutes,  is  another,  and  a  totally  different  one, 
which  is  sufficiently  excluded  by  the  preceding  reason 
ing 

We  presume  it  will  not  be  doubted  that  scripture  pre 
cedent  is  founded  on  wisdom,  that  it  is  not  arbitrary  and 
capricious.  It  would  betray  great  irreverence  to  sup 
pose  that  men,  acting  under  divine  inspiration,  were  not, 
in  every  branch  of  their  official  conduct,  especially  in 
whatever  related  to  the  regulation  and  government  of 
the  church,  moved  by  the  strongest  reasons.  Hence  the 
inquiry  why  they  acted  as  they  did  is  essential  to  a 
rational  investigation  into  the  force  and  authority  of 
scripture  precedent.  Their  proceedings  were  regulated 
by  their  judgement,  or,  rather,  by  the  wisdom  of  the 
Holy  Spirit,  which  enlightened  their  minds,  and  directed 
their  movements.  If  the  reason  for  rejecting  unbaptized 
persons  in  the  primitive  age  applies  to  the  case  of  psedo- 
baptists,  the  argument  for  strict  communion,  derived 
from  the  practice  of  the  apostles,  is  unanswerable.  But 
if  the  cases  are  totally  dissimilar — if  our  opponents  can 
assign  no  such  reason  for  excluding  their  Christian 
brethren,  as  might  justly  have  been  urged  against  the 
admission  of  the  unbaptized  in  the  times  of  the  apostles, 
the  argument  is  totally  inconclusive. 

It  is  decided,  by  the  express  declaration  of  our  Lord, 
that  he  who  refuses  obedience  to  any  part  of  his  will,  is 
not  a  Christian.  "  Then,"  saith  he,  "  are  ye  my  disciples, 
if  ye  do  whatsoever  I  have  commanded  you."  But 
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while  there  was  no  diversity  of  opinion  on  the  subject, 
the  voluntary  omission  of  the  baptismal  ceremony  could 
arise  from  nothing  but  a  contumacious  contempt  of  a 
divine  precept,  of  which  no  sincere  Christian  could  be 
guilty.  Here,  then,  we  discover  a  sufficient  reason  for 
the  matter  of  fact  urged  by  our  opponents,  without  sup 
posing  an  intrinsic  or  invariable  connexion  betwixt  the 
two  ordinances.  The  principle  of  open  communion 
would  have  compelled  us  to  act  precisely  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  apostles  did,  had  we  been  placed  in  their 
circumstances.  How  vain,  then,  the  attempt  to  over 
throw  that  principle,  by  appealing  to  a  precedent  which 
is  its  legitimate  and  necessary  consequence;  and  how 
unreasonable  the  demand  which  urges  us  to  treat  two 
cases  as  exactly  similar,  of  which  our  opponents,  equally 
with  ourselves,  are  compelled  to  form  the  most  opposite 
judgement.  Let  the  advocates  of  restricted  communion' 
express  the  same  opinion  of  the  state  and  character  of 
those  whom  they  now  regard  as  unbaptized,  which  we 
are  certain  they  would  feel  no  scruple  in  avowing  with 
respect  to  such  as  had  refused  submission  to  that  ordi 
nance  in  primitive  times,  and  we  shall  deplore  their 
blindness  and  bigotry,  but  shall  acknowledge  they  reason 
consistently  from  their  own  premises.  But  we  will  never 
submit  to  identify  two  cases  which  agree  in  nothing  but 
the  omission  of  an  external  rite,  while  that  omission 
arises  from  causes  the  most  dissimilar,  and  is  combined 
with  characters  the  most  contrary.  We  will  not  con 
clude,  that  because  the  apostles  could  not  bear  with 
those  that  were  evil,  they  would  have  refused  to  tolerate 
the  good  ;  or  that  they  would  have  comprehended,  under 
the  same  censure,  the  contumacious  opposer  of  their  doc 
trines,  and  the  myriads  of  holy  men,  whose  only  crime 
consists  in  mistaking  their  meaning  in  one  particular. 

The  remarks  we  have  already  made  will  be  deemed, 
we  trust,  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  triumphant  question 
of  Mr.  Kinghorn.  "  How  is  it,"  he  asks,  "  that  with  the 
same  rule  for  the  guidance  of  the  church,  the  ancient 
Christians  could  not  receive  a  person  to  communion 
without  baptism,  if  the  modern  both  can,  and  ought  to 
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receive  him  ?"*  The  answer  is  obvious.  If  the  ancient 
Christians  had  received  a  person  without  baptism,  they 
would  have  received  a  false  professor ;  but,  when  we  at 
present  receive  one  whom  we  judge  to  be  in  a  similar 
predicament,  we  receive  a  sincere,  though  mistaken, 
brother ;  we  receive  him  who  is  of  that  description  of 
Christians  whom  we  are  commanded  to  receive. 

If  it  still  be  contended  that  the  two  cases  are  so  parallel, 
that  the  proceeding  of  the  apostles  in  this  particular, 
is  binding  as  a  law,  we  would  once  more  ask  such  as 
adopt  this  plea,  whether  they  themselves  form  the  same 
judgement  of  the  present  paedobaptists  as  the  apostles 
would  have  entertained  of  such  as  continued  unbaptized 
in  their  day.  If  they  reply  in  the  affirmative,  they  must 
consider  them  as  insincere  hypocritical  professors.  If 
they  answer  in  the  negative,  since,  by  their  own  con 
fession,  they  look  upon  the  persons  whom  they  exclude 
in  a  different  light  from  that  in  which  the  party  excluded 
by  the  apostles  was  considered,  what  becomes  of  the 
identity  of  the  two  cases  ?  and  what  greater  right  have 
they  to  think  differently  of  the  state  of  the  unbaptized 
from  what  the  apostles  thought,  than  we  have  for  treat 
ing  them  differently  ?  They  are  clamorous  in  their 
charge  against  us  of  wilful  deviation  from  apostolic  pre 
cedents.  But  there  are  precedents  of  thinking  as  well  as 
of  acting,  and  it  is  as  much  our  duty  to  conform  to  the 
sentiments  of  inspired  men  as  to  their  actions.  The 
chief  use,  indeed,  which  inspired  precedents  are  of,  is  to 
assist  us  to  ascertain  the  dictates  of  inspiration.  The 
conduct  of  enlightened,  much  more  of  inspired  men,  is 
founded  on  sound  speculative  principles.  If  the  advo 
cates  of  strict  communion  urge  us  with  the  inquiry — By 
what  authority  do  you  presume  to  receive  a  class  of  per 
sons  whom  you  acknowledge  the  apostles  would  not  have 
received  ?  we  reply — By  what  authority  do  you  presume 
to  deviate  from  the  opinion  of  the  apostles  respecting 
that  same  class  ?  Many,  whom  you  exclude  from  your 
communion,  as  unbaptized,  you  acknowledge  as  chris- 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  29. 
VOL.  III.  O 
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tians,  and,  without  hesitation,  express  your  confidence  of 
meeting  them  in  glory.  Did  the  apostles  entertain  the 
same  judgement  respecting  such,  in  their  day?  Were 
they  prepared  to  recognise  them  as  brethren,  and  to  con 
gratulate  them  on  their  eternal  prospects,  while  they  re 
pelled  them  from  communion  ?  "Would  they  not,  with 
out  hesitation,  have  applied  to  them  the  language  which 
our  Saviour  uses,  respecting  such  as  refused  to  be  bap 
tized  by  John,  whom  he  affirms  to  have  "  rejected  the 
counsel  of  God  against  themselves  ?" 

These  questions  admit  but  one  answer.  Here,  then, 
is  a  palpable  disagreement  between  the  sentiments  of  our 
opponents  and  those  of  the  apostles,  on  the  subject  of  the 
unbaptized ;  the  apostles  would  have  both  rejected  and 
condemned  them :  they  reject  them  as  members,  and 
embrace  them  as  brethren.  Were  they  called  upon  to 
defend  themselves  from  the  charge  of  contradicting  the 
apostles,  they  would  begin  to  distinguish  betwixt  the 
two  cases,,  and  urge  the  different  circumstances  which 
accompany  the  omission  of  the  same  ceremony  now, 
from  what  must  be  supposed  to  have  accompanied  it  in 
the  times  of  the  apostles ;  in  other  words,  they  would 
attempt  to  show  that  a  new  case  has  arisen,  which  ne 
cessitates  them  to  form  a  correspondent  judgement. 
They  assume  the  same  liberty  with  ourselves  of  thinking 
differently  of  the  state  of  the  many  who  continue  unbap 
tized  in  the  present  day,  from  what  they  are  persuaded 
the  apostles  would  have  thought  of  such  as  had  remained 
in  that  situation  in  theirs ;  and  yet,  with  strange  incon 
sistency,  accuse  us  of  a  deviation  from  a  divine  prece 
dent  in  not  treating  them  both  in  the  same  manner; 
forgetting  that  if  the  cases  are  parallel,  they  themselves 
are  guilty  of  an  avowed  and  palpable  contradiction  to 
the  sentiments  of  the  apostles. 

When  men  differ  in  their  views  of  one  and  the  same 
object,  it  will  not  be  denied  that  they  contradict  each 
other.  We  offer  them  the  alternative,  either  to  deny  or 
to  affirm,  that  to  be  unbaptized,  at  present,  is  in  a  moral 
view  a  very  distinct  thing,  and  involves  very  different 
consequences,  from  being  in  that  predicament  in  the 
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times  of  the  apostles.  If  they  deny  it,  they  stand  self- 
convicted  of  contradicting  the  sentiments  of  inspiration, 
by  speaking  of  that  class  of  persons  as  genuine  chris- 
tians,  whom  they  cannot  but  acknowledge  the  apostles 
would  have  condemned.  If  they  adopt  the  affirmative, 
our  practice,  by  their  own  confession,  is  not  opposed  to 
apostolic  precedent,  because  that  precedent  respects  a 
different  thing. 

They  not  only  depart  from  the  precedent  of  the  apos 
tles,  in  the  judgement  they  form  of  the  unbaptized,  but 
in  every  other  branch  of  their  conduct,  with  the  excep 
tion  of  the  act  of  communion.  On  all  other  occasions 
they  treat  as  brethren,  and  frequently,  and  that  much  to 
their  honour,  cultivate  an  intimate  friendship  with  per 
sons  whom  they  deem  to  be  destitute  of  that  rite,  the 
omission  of  which  in  the  apostolic  age  would  have  in 
curred  the  sentence  of  wilful  impiety  and  disobedience. 
What,  we  ask,  is  more  opposite  to  primitive  precedent, 
than  the  practice  of  including  the  same  persons  within 
the  obligations  of  Christian  love  and  friendship  whom 
they  prohibit  from  communion ;  of  inviting  them  into 
the  pulpit,  and  repelling  them  from  the  table ;  uniting 
with  them  in  the  most  retired  and  elevated  exercises  of 
devotion,  and  excluding  them  from  the  church  ?  It  is 
scarcely  in  the  power  of  imagination  to  feign  a  species  of 
conduct  more  diametrically  opposite  to  all  the  examples 
of  scripture ;  and  when  they  have  reconciled  these,  and 
many  similar  usages,  with  the  practice  of  the  primitive 
age,  they  will  have  supplied  us  with  a  sufficient  apology 
for  our  pretended  deviation  from  the  same  standard. 

It  will  probably  be  thought  enough  has  been  already 
said  to  demonstrate  the  futility  of  the  argument  founded 
on  original  precedent :  but  as  this  is  considered  by  our 
opponents  in  general,  as  well  as  by  Mr.  Kinghorn  in  par 
ticular,  as  the  main  prop  of  their  cause,  we  must  be 
permitted  to  detain  the  reader  a  little  longer,  while  we 
enter  on  a  closer  examination  of  his  reasoning. 

In  order  to  show  that  baptism  is  a  necessary  term  of 
communion,  he  labours  hard  to  prove  that  it  is  a  term  of 
o2 
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profession.  "  It  is  obvious,"  he  says,  "  that  their  baptism 
(that  of  believers)  was  the  term  of  professing  their  faith 
by  the  special  appointment  of  the  Lord  himself."  To 
the  same  purpose  he  afterwards  adds,  "  the  fact  still  ex 
ists,  that  it  pleased  the  Lord  to  make  a  visible  and  ritual 
observance  the  appointed  evidence  of  our  believing  on 
him.  If  obedience  to  a  rite  be  not  a  term  of  salvation 
(which  no  one  supposes),  yet  it  was  ordered  by  the  high 
est  authority,  as  an  evidence  of  our  subjection  to  the 
Author  of  salvation ;  and  a  Christian  profession  is  not 
made  in  Christ's  own  way  without  it."  Recurring  to 
the  same  topic,*  he  observes,  "  Whatever  may  be  the 
conditions  of  salvation,  a  plain  question  here  occurs, 
which  is — Ought  the  terms  of  Christian  communion  to  be 
different  from  those  of  Christian  profession  ?  The  only 
answer  which  one  would  think  could  be  given  to  this 
question  would  be,  no :  Christian  communion  must  re 
quire  whatever  the  Lord  required  as  a  mark  of  Christian 
profession." 

It  is  hoped  the  reader  will  excuse  my  accumulating 
quotations  to  the  same  purport,  which  would  have  been 
avoided,  were  it  not  evident  that  the  writer  considered 
this  as  his  strong-hold,  to  which  he  repairs  with  a  confi 
dence  which  bespeaks  his  conviction  of  its  being  im 
pregnable.  We  will  venture,  however,  to  come  close  to 
these  frowning  battlements ;  we  will  make  trial  of  their 
strength,  that  it  may  be  seen  whether  their  power  of  re 
sistance  is  equal  to  their  formidable  aspect.  We  freely 
acknowledge,  that  if  the  principle  can  be  established 
that  baptism  is  invariably  essential  to  a  Christian  profes 
sion,  the  cause  we  are  pleading  must  be  abandoned,  being 
confident  that  a  true  profession  of  the  Christian  religion  is 
inseparable  from  church  communion. 

Previous  to  entering  on  this  discussion,  it  will  be  ne 
cessary  to  premise  that  the  words  profession  and  confes 
sion^  together  with  their  correlates,  are  usually  denoted 
by  one  and  the  same  word  in  the  original,  and  that  they 
are  evidently  used  by  the  authors  of  the  received  trans- 

*  Page  20. 
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lation  as  synonymous.*  Hence,  whatever  is  affirmed  in 
the  New  Testament  respecting  the  confession  of  Christ, 
or  of  his  sayings,  may  without  hesitation  be  considered 
as  predicated  of  a  profession  ;  since,  whatever  difference 
may  subsist  in  the  popular  meaning  of  the  words  when 
ever  they  occur  in  scripture,  they  are  merely  different 
renderings  of  the  same  term.t 

Now,  that  the  profession  of  Christ  is  an  indispensable 
term  of  salvation,  is  so  undeniably  evident  from  the  New 
Testament,  that  to  attempt  to  prove  it,  seems  like  an 
insult  on  the  understanding  of  the  reader.  I  must  crave 
his  indulgence,  however,  for  recalling  to  his  recollection 
a  very  few  passages,  which  will  set  the  matter  beyond 
dispute.  "  Whoever,"  said  our  Lord,  "  shall  confess  (or 
profess)  my  name  before  men,  him  will  I  confess  before 
my  Father  which  is  in  heaven  :  and  whoever  shall  deny 
me  before  men,  him  will  I  also  deny  before  my  Father 
which  is  in  heaven."  —  Matt.  x.  32.  The  same  language 
occurs,  with  little  variation,  in  the  gospel  of  St.  Luke, 
xii.  8.  In  these  words  we  find  an  awful  denunciation 
of  the  rejection  of  every  one,  without  exception,  who 
shall  be  found  to  have  denied  Christ  ;  and  as  this  de 
nial  is  immediately  opposed  to  confessing  him,  it  must 
necessarily  attach  to  all  such  as  have  not  made  a  con 
fession.  If  a  medium  could  be  supposed  betwixt  the 
denial  and  the  open  assertion  of  the  doctrine  of  Christ, 
it  is  precluded  by  the  following  sentence  :  —  "  Whoever 
shall  be  ashamed  of  me,  and  of  my  words,  of  him  shall 


*  The  word  in  the  original  is  o'^aoXsj^'a,  derived  from  Oj 
verb  of  the  same  import. 

t  See  Matt.  x.  32.  Luke  xii.  8.  Matt.  vii.  23.  John  ix.  22. 
John  *ii.  42.  Acts  xxiii.  8.  xxiv.  14.  Rom.  x.  9,  10.  1  John 
iv.  15.  2  John  7.  Rev.  iii.  5.  1  Tim.  vi.  13.  TT.V  xaXnv  o/xoXo- 
yiav,  a  good  profession,  English  Translation.  —  Heb.  iii.  1.  T>J?  o(uoXo- 
yi'af  jjuiv,  of  our  profession,  E.  T.  —  Hcb.  iv.  14.  T«?  o^oXoj/i'a?  n/u.£iv, 
our  profession,  E.  T.  —  Heb.  x.  23.  T>JV  o^oXcj/iav  T£;  IXTnScj  axXivn, 
the  profession  of  our  faith  without  wavering.  —  Matt.  vii.  23.  TOTJ 
ofjtoXoynf/a  aiiToi?,  then  will  I  profess  unto  them.  In  each  of  the 
preceding  passages  the  same  word,  under  different  inflections,  is 
employed,  and  they  contain  all  the  passages  which  relate  to  the  ab 
solute  necessity  of  a  religious  profession. 
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the  Son  of  man  be  ashamed,  when  he  shall  come  in  his 
own  glory,  and  in  his  Father's,  and  of  the  holy  angels." 
— Luke  ix.  26.  Thence  we  may  with  certainty  con 
clude,  that  from  whatever  motives  a  profession  of  Christ 
ianity  is  omitted  or  declined,  eternal  perdition  is  the 
consequence.  Nor  is  this  the  doctrine  of  the  evangelists 
only :  it  is  repeatedly  asserted,  and  uniformly  implied,  in 
the  writings  of  the  apostles.  "  If  thou  shalt  confess  (or 
profess)  with  thy  mouth,"  saith  St.  Paul,  "  the  Lord 
Jesus,  and  shall  believe  in  thine  heart  that  God  hath 
raised  him  from  the  dead,  thou  shalt  be  saved ;  for  with 
the  heart  man  believeth  unto  righteousness,  and  with  the 
mouth  confession  (or  profession)  is  made  unto  salvation." 
Rom.  x.  9.  We  find  the  same  writer  on  another  occa 
sion  exhorting  Christians  to  hold  fast  the  profession  of 
their  faith  without  wavering,  when  the  previous  posses 
sion  of  that  is  necessarily  supposed,  a  firm  adherence  to 
which  is  inculcated  as  essential  to  salvation.  "  Let  us 
hold  fast  the  profession  of  our  faith  without  wavering." 
Heb.  x.  23.  It  is  to  the  faithful,  considered  as  such, 
without  distinction  of  sects  and  parties,  that  St.  Paul 
addresses  the  following  exhortation :  "  Wherefore,  holy 
brethren,  partakers  of  the  heavenly  calling,  consider  the 
Apostle  and  High  Priest  of  our  profession,  Christ  Jesus." 
Heb.  iii.  1.  In  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  alone,  the 
phrase  our  profession  occurs  three  times,  and  in  each 
instance  in  such  a  connexion  as  demonstrates  it  to  be  an 
attribute  common  to  all  Christians.* 

It  would  be  trifling  with  the  reader's  patience  to  mul 
tiply  proofs  of  a  position  so  evident  from  scripture,  as  the 
inseparable  connexion  betwixt  a  genuine  profession  of 
Christ,  and  future  salvation.  But  if  this  be  admitted, 
what  becomes  of  the  principal  argument  urged  by  Mr. 
Kinghorn  for  strict  communion,  which  turns  on  the  prin 
ciple  that  "  baptism  is  the  term  of  Christian  profession  "  ? 
Who  can  fail  to  perceive  that  if  this  proposition  is  true, 
the  psedobaptists  are,  on  our  principles,  cut  off  from  the 
hope  of  eternal  life,  and  salvation  is  confined  to  our- 

*  Heb.  iii.  1 :  iv.  14  :  x.  13. 
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selves  ?  The  language  of  our  Saviour  and  his  apostles  is 
decisive  respecting  the  necessity  of  a  profession  'in  order 
to  eternal  life ;  this  writer  affirms  that  baptism,  as  we 
practise  it,  is  an  essential  term  of  profession.  By  com 
paring  these  propositions  together,  a  child  will  perceive 
that  the  necessary  inference  is  the  restriction  of  the  hope 
of  future  happiness  to  members  of  our  own  denomina 
tion.  This,  in  truth,  is  the  conclusion  to  which  all  his 
reasoning  tends  ;  it  meets  the  intelligent  reader  at  every 
turn ;  but  when  he  expects  the  writer  to  advance  for 
ward  and  press  the  fearful  consequence,  he  turns  aside, 
and  is  afraid  to  push  his  argument  to  its  proper  issue. 
He  travails  in  birth,  but  dares  not  bring  forth ;  he 
shrinks  from  the  sight  of  his  own  progeny.  Sometimes 
he  seems  at  the  very  point  of  disclosing  the  full  tendency 
of  his  speculations,  and  more  than  once  suggests  hints 
in  the  form  of  questions,  which  possess  no  meaning,  but 
on  the  supposition  of  that  dismal  conclusion  to  which 
his  hypothesis  conducts  him.  Let  the  reader  pause,  and 
meditate  on  the  following  extraordinary  passage  : — "  If 
baptism,"  he  says,  "  was  once  necessary  to  communion, 
either  it  was  then  essential  to  salvation,  or  that  which 
was  not  essential  to  salvation,  was  necessary  to  commu 
nion.  If  it  was  then  essential  to  salvation,  how  can  it 
be  proved  not  to  be  essential  now  ?  "*  Again,  he  asks, 
"  What  is  the  meaning  of  the  term  condition  ?  In  what 
ever  sense  the  term  can  apply  to  the  commission  of  our 
Lord,  or  to  the  declarations  of  the  apostles  respecting 
repentance,  faith,  and  baptism  ;  is  not  baptism  a  condition 
either  of  communion  or  of  salvation,  or  of  both  ?  Do 
the  conditions,  either  of  salvation  or  of  communion, 
change  by  time  ?  Are  they  annulled  by  being  misun 
derstood  ?  "t 

Whatever  of  argument  these  passages  may  be  supposed 
to  contain,  will  be  examined  hereafter;  the  design  of 
producing  them  at  present  is  to  show  the  tendency  of 
the  principle ;  and  the  reader  is  requested  to  consider 
whether  they  are  susceptible  of  any  other  sense,  than  that 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  19.  f  Ibid.  p.  20. 
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the  terms  of  salvation  and  communion  are  commensurate 
with  each  other ;  that  whatever  was  once  essential  to 
salvation  is  so  still ;  and  that  baptism  is  as  much  a  con 
dition  of  salvation  as  faith  and  repentance.  But  if  these 
are  his  real  sentiments,  why  not  speak  plainly,  instead  of 
"  uttering  parables  "  ?  and  why  mingle,  in  the  same  pub 
lication,  representations  totally  repugnant,  in  which  he 
speaks  of  such  as  dissent  from  him  on  the  subject  of 
baptism,  as  persons  of  the  most  distinguished  character — 
persons  whom  God  will  undoubtedly  bring  to  his  king 
dom  and  glory  ?  *  The  only  solution  this  problem  ad 
mits,  is  to  suppose  (what  my  knowledge  of  his  character 
confirms),  that  to  the  first  part  of  these  statements  he 
was  impelled  by  the  current  of  his  arguments ;  to  the 
latter,  by  the  dictates  of  his  heart.  But  however  that 
heart  may  rebel,  he  must  learn  either  to  subdue  its  con 
tumacy,  or  consent  to  relinquish  the  principal  points  of 
his  defence.  He  has  stated  that  the  limits  of  communion 
must  be  the  same  with  those  of  profession ;  that  the  pas- 
dobaptists  have  none,  or,  at  least,  none  that  is  valid ; 
and  that,  on  this  account,  and  for  this  reason,  they  are 
precluded  from  a  title  to  Christian  fellowship.  But  the 
word  of  God,  as  we  have  seen,  repeatedly  insists  on 
men's  professing  Christ^  as  an  indispensable  requisite  to 
salvation.  How  is  it  possible,  then,  if  Mr.  Kinghom's 
position  is  just,  to  evade  the  consequence,  that  those 
whom  he  would  exclude  from  communion,  are  excluded 
from  salvation  ? 

"  If  obedience  to  a  rite"  he  observes,  "  be  not  a  term 
of  salvation,  (which  no  one  supposes,)  yet  it  was 
ordered,  by  the  highest  authority,  as  an  evidence  of  our 
subjection  to  the  Author  of  salvation ;  and  a  Christian 
profession  is  not  made  in  Christ's  own  way  without  it."+ 
If  the  open  acknowledgement  of  Christ  by  the  pasdo- 
baptists  is  not  to  be  esteemed  a  real  and  valid  profession, 
the  inevitable  consequence  is,  for  reasons  sufficiently 
explained,  that  they  cannot  be  saved ;  but  if  it  is 
valid,  (however  imperfect  in  one  particular,)  it  is  so  far 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  pp.  21,  36.        f  Ibid,  p.  18. 
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made  in  Christ's  orvn  may.  The  expression  which  he 
employs  to  depreciate  it,  has  either  no  meaning,  or 
none  that  is  relative  to  the  object  of  the  writer.  The 
scope  of  his  argument  obliged  him  to  prove  that  adult 
baptism  is  essential  to  a  Christian  profession;  he  now 
contents  himself  with  saying,  that,  without  that  ordi 
nance,  it  is  not  made  in  the  right  way,  which  may,  with 
equal  propriety,  be  affirmed  of  every  deviation  from  the 
doctrine  and  precepts  of  the  gospel.  Just  as  far  as  we 
suppose  a  person  to  depart  from  these,  we  must  judge 
his  profession  not  to  be  made  in  Christ's  own  way  ;  nor 
will  any  thing  short  of  a  perfect  profession,  or,  in  other 
words,  a  perfect  comprehension  and  exhibition  of  the 
will  of  Christ,  exempt  him  from  such  an  imputation ; 
so  that  in  this  sense,  which  is  the  only  one  applicable  to 
the  case  before  us,  to  make  a  profession  of  the  Christian 
religion  in  Christ 's  own  nay,  is  not  the  lot  of  a  mortal. 
But  though  this  is  the  only  interpretation  consistent  with 
truth,  we  cannot  for  a  moment  suppose  that  such  was 
the  meaning  of  the  writer.  He  must  have  intended  to 
assert  that  the  parties,  to  whom  they  are  applied,  fail  to 
make  what  Christ  himself  would  deem  a  profession. 
This  supposition  is  forced  upon  us  by  the  scope  of  his 
reasoning,  which  went  to  prove  that  baptism  is  neces 
sary  to  communion,  because  it  is  necessary  to  a  profession. 
This  supposed  necessity  must  consequently  relate,  not 
to  its  completeness  or  perfection,  but  to  its  essence :  he 
must  be  understood  to  affirm,  that  they  have  not  exhi 
bited  what  Christ  will  consider  as  a  profession.  But  as 
he  has  solemnly  affirmed  his  determination  to  reject  such 
as  are  destitute  of  it,  we  ask  again,  how  Mr.  Kinghorn 
will  reconcile  this  with  the  salvability  of  pasdobaptists  ? 

Whatever  it  seems  good  to  infinite  wisdom  to  prescribe 
as  an  indispensable  condition  of  future  happiness,  we 
must  suppose  that  it  exactly  corresponds  to  its  name : 
it  is  true  and  genuine  in  its  kind,  and  wants  nothing 
which  constitutes  the  essence.  If  an  open  acknowledge 
ment  of  Christ  is  the  prerequisite  demanded  under  the 
title  of  a  profession,  it  would  seem  strange  to  assert  that 
something  less  than  what  is  correctly  denoted  by  that 
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expression,  is,  after  all,  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  condition. 
This,  however,  is  what  Mr.  Kinghorn  must  assert,  to  be 
consistent  with  himself;  for  he  will  not  deny  that  the 
advocates  of  infant  sprinkling  have  exhibited  something 
like  a  profession ;  but  as  they  have  not  made  it  in  Christ's 
own  way,  it  is  not,  strictly  speaking,  entitled  to  that 
appellation,  and,  consequently,  cannot  claim  the  privi 
leges  it  secures.  But  if  the  case  is  as  he  states  it,  he 
must  either  confine  the  hope  of  salvation  to  his  own 
party,  or  admit  that,  in  the  solemn  denunciations  before 
recited,  it  is  not  really  a  profession  of  Christ  which  is 
required,  but  merely  something  which  resembles  it. 
Whether  the  use  of  language  so  replete  with  ambiguity, 
or  collusion,  is  consistent  with  the  character  of  the  "  true 
and  faithful  witness,"  we  leave  to  the  decision  of  the 
reader.  According  to  Mr.  Kinghorn,  while  there  are 
two  modes  of  avowing  our  Christianity,  one  so  essentially 
defective  as  not  to  deserve  the  name  of  a  profession,  the 
other  sound  and  valid;  when  the  Supreme  Legislator 
thought  fit  to  enjoin  the  profession  of  his  name,  under 
the  sanction  of  eternal  death,  he  intended  to  insist  on 
the  first,  in  distinction  from  the  last,  of  these  methods. 
Let  him  who  is  able,  digest  these  absurdities ;  from 
which,  whoever  would  escape  must  either  abandon  the 
ground  which  Mr.  Kinghorn  has  taken,  or  consign  the 
paedobaptists  to  destruction. 

But  it  is  time  to  recur  to  the  questions  with  which 
he  has  urged  his  opponents,  and  which  he  supposes  it 
impossible  to  solve  on  my  principles.  "  If  baptism,"  he 
observes,  "was  once  necessary  to  communion,  either  it 
was  then  essential  to  salvation,  or  that  which  was  not 
essential  to  salvation  was  necessary  to  communion.  If 
it  was  then  essential  to  salvation,  how  can  it  be  proved  not 
to  be  essential  now  ?  If  it  be  argued  that  it  was  not 
essential  to  salvation  then,  it  must  either  be  proved  that 
communion  was  held  without  it,  or  Mr.  Hall's  position 
must  fall."* 

Of  the  preceding  dilemma,  I  embrace  without  hesita- 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  19. 


REPLY   TO   REV,   JOSEPH   KINGHOltN.  203 

tion  the  affirmative  side,  and  assert  that  in  the  apostolic 
age,  baptism  was  necessary  to  salvation.  To  the  query 
which  follows,  how  then  can  it  be  proved  "  that  it  is  not 
essential  now,"  I  reply  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  attempt 
it,  because  it  is  admitted  by  Mr.  Kinghorn  himself ;  and 
it  is  preposterous  to  attempt  the  proof  of  what  is  ac 
knowledged  by  both  parties.  It  is  very  astonishing  after 
he  had  so  clearly  avowed  his  conviction  of  the  exalted 
character,  and  unquestionable  piety  of  many  paedobap- 
tists,  that  he  should  ask  the  question :  but  he  was  proba 
bly  so  dazzled  with  the  seeming  subtlety  and  acumen  of 
these  pointed  interrogatories,  as  not  to  perceive  their 
total  irrelevance.  If  he  feels  any  hesitation  in  affirming 
that  baptism  was  essential  to  salvation  in  primitive 
times,  he  entertains  a  lower  idea  of  its  importance  than 
his  opponents ;  but,  on  the  contrary  supposition,  unless 
lie  totally  retracts  his  liberal  concessions,  he  must  acknow 
ledge  that  which  was  once  necessary  to  salvation  is  not  so 
now.  The  difficulty  attending  the  supposition  of  a 
change  in  the  terms  of  salvation,  is  urged  with  little 
propriety  by  one  to  whose  hypothesis  they  apply  in  their 
full  force ;  nor  are  they,  when  fairly  examined,  at  all 
formidable.  Owing  to  the  incurable  ambiguity  of  lan 
guage,  many  truths  founded  on  the  clearest  evidence, 
assume  an  appearance  of  paradox ;  and  of  this  nature  is 
the  proposition  which  affirms  that  the  terms  of  salvation 
are  not  unalterable :  which  may,  with  equal  propriety, 
be  affirmed  or  denied,  in  different  senses.  Since  the 
fundamental  laws  of  the  kingdom  of  God  are  of  equal 
and  invariable  obligation,  a  cordial  compliance  with 
which  is  essential  to  eternal  felicity — since  faith  and  re 
pentance  are  at  all  times,  and  in  all  places,  indispensable 
prerequisites  to  a  justified  state ;  in  popular  language 
there  would  be  no  impropriety  in  asserting  that  the 
conditions  of  salvation,  under  the  gospel,  remain  the 
same  from  age  to  age. 

But  if  this  proposition  is  taken  in  its  utmost  rigour, 
and  applied  to  every  particular,  connected  with  the  faith 
and  practice  of  Christians,  it  is  manifestly  false.  There 
are  certain  parts  of  Christianity,  which,  as  they  exhibit 
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the  basis,  and  propound  the  conditions,  of  the  new  cove 
nant,  belong  to  its  essence  ;  certain  doctrines  which  are 
revealed  because  they  are  necessary ;  and  others,  which 
are  necessary,  only  because  they  are  revealed :  the 
absence  of  which  impairs  its  beauty,  without  destroying 
its  being.  Of  this  nature  are  its  few  and  simple  cere 
monies.  But  while  this  distinction  is  admitted,  it  will 
not  be  denied  that  the  wilful  perversion  of  the  least  of 
Christ's  precepts,  or  the  deliberate  and  voluntary  rejec 
tion  of  his  instructions  in  the  smallest  instance,  would 
betray  an  insincerity  utterly  inconsistent  with  the  Chris 
tian  character.  "  He  who  shall  break  the  least  of  these 
my  commandments,  and  teach  men  so,  he  shall  be  of 
no  esteem  in  the  kingdom  of  heaven."*  The  truth 
or  precept  in  question  may  be  of  such  an  order, 
that  a  simple  ignorance  of  it  may  not  be  fatal,  yet 
to  resist  it,  knowing  it  to  be  of  divine  authority, 
would  be  pregnant  with  the  highest  danger.  The  great 
Head  of  the  Church  will  not  permit  us  to  set  voluntary 
limits  to  our  obedience  :  we  must  consent  to  receive  all 
his  sayings,  or  none.  But  it  must  be  manifest,  on  reflec 
tion,  that  on  its  first  publication,  the  visible  appendages 
of  Christianity  were  exhibited  with  a  lustre  of  evidence 
which  no  honest  mind  could  withstand;  and  that  no 
pretence  for  their  neglect  could  subsist  among  such  as 
professed  religious  integrity.  Such  was  eminently  the 
case  with  the  two  institutions  which  have  occasioned  the 
present  controversy.  The  constant  practice  of  the  apos 
tles  appealing  to  the  senses  of  men,  and  illustrating  the 
import  of  their  oral  instruction,  made  the  point  of  duty 
so  plain,  that  its  omission,  in  such  circumstances,  could 
be  ascribed  only  to  voluntary  corruption. 

Nor  is  this  the  only  example  which  might  be  adduced. 
By  orthodox  Christians  the  explicit  belief  of  the  doctrine 
of  the  atonement  is  now  considered  as  indispensably 
necessary  to  salvation ;  but  that  the  immediate  followers 
of  Christ  were,  during  his  personal  ministry,  so  far  from 
embracing  this  truth,  that  they  could  not  endure  the  men 
tion  of  his  death,  without  expressing  the  utmost  impa- 
•  See  Campbell's  Translation,  Matt.  v.  19. 
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tience,  and  that  they  knew  not  what  was  intended  by  his 
resurrection,  are  undeniable  facts.  The  full  develope- 
ment  of  the  gospel  scheme,  made  at  a  subsequent  period, 
has  in  this  instance  rendered  that  essential  to  salvation 
which  could  previously  subsist  without  it. 

It  may  also  be  observed,  that  a  diversity  of  senti 
ment  has  arisen  among  Christians,  from  different  modes 
of  interpreting  the  word  of  God,  which  has  given  birth 
to  various  sects  and  parties,  unknown  in  primitive 
times.  On  many  of  these  points  it  is  impossible  to 
suppose  but  that  the  sentiments  of  the  inspired  writers 
were  expressed  with  sufficient  perspicuity  to  be  perfectly 
understood  by  the  parties  to  whom  they  were  originally 
communicated ;  and  who,  having  repeatedly  attended 
their  ministry,  had  heard  those  particulars  more  fully 
illustrated  and  confirmed,  which  are  briefly  touched 
upon  in  their  writings.  Who  can  doubt  that  the  true 
idea  of  election,  whether  it  intends,  as  the  arminians 
assert,  the  distinction  conferred  on  some,  above  others, 
in  the  collation  of  external  benefits,  or  the  preordina 
tion  of  individuals  to  eternal  life,  was  clearly  ascer 
tained  by  the  primitive  Christians,  so  as  to  exclude  the 
possibility  of  controversy  and  debate?  The  arminian 
will  contend  that  the  first  Christians  entertained  his 
notions  of  election  and  grace :  the  calvinist,  with  equal 
confidence,  will  maintain  that  the  true  and  primitive 
interpretation  of  scripture  is  in  favour  of  his  hypothesis ; 
and  neither  of  them  can  consistently  admit  that  the 
members  of  the  primitive  church  adopted  a  different 
system  from  that  which  they  respectively  embrace.  One 
of  the  parties  will  contend  that  the  apostolic  church  con 
sisted  entirely  of  arminians ;  the  other  that  it  included 
none  but  calvinists. 

Were  it  allowed  that  some  variety  of  opinion  on  this 
mysterious  topic,  might  subsist  even  amongst  the  earliest 
converts,  it  is  impossible  to  suppose  that  there  were  none 
at  that  period  who  understood  the  doctrine  of  St.  Paul : 
it  would  be  most  injurious  to  the  reputation  of  that  great 
writer  to  suppose  he  expressed  himself  with  an  obscurity 
which  uniformly  baffled  the  power  of  comprehension. 
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Let  his  meaning,  for  argument's  sake,  be  supposed  to 
agree  with  the  arminian  system ;  the  adoption  of  that 
hypothesis  was,  on  this  supposition,  essential  to  the  sal 
vation  of  him  who  was  acquainted  with  that  circum 
stance.  For  such  a  person  to  have  embraced  the  cal- 
vinistic  sentiments,  would  have  been  to  pour  contempt 
on  the  apostolic  doctrine,  and  to  oppose  his  private 
judgement  to  the  dictates  of  inspiration.  If  we  invert 
the  supposition,  the  result  is  a  similar  conclusion  in 
favour  of  the  calvinist.  Were  these  parties  to  exclude 
each  other  from  communion,  under  pretence  that  the 
primitive  Christians  were  all  calvinists,  or  all  arminians ; 
were  the  calvinist  to  assert  that  he  dares  not  sanction  so 
serious  a  departure  from  truth,  as  the  denial  of  election, 
and  that  to  receive  such  as  were  erroneous  in  this  point, 
would  be  to  admit  a  class  of  persons  who  had  no  exist 
ence  in  the  primitive  church,  he  would  argue  precisely 
in  the  same  manner  as  Mr.  Kinghorn.  How  would  our 
author  repel  this  reasoning,  or  justify  a  more  liberal 
conduct?  He  certainly  would  not  allege  the  original 
obscurity  of  the  apostolic  injunctions,  and  the  possibility 
of  primitive  converts  mistaking  their  meaning  :  he  would 
unquestionably  insist  on  the  different  degrees  of  impor 
tance  attached  to  revealed  truths,  and  the  palpable  diffe 
rence  betwixt  mistaking  the  meaning,  and  avowedly 
opposing  the  inspired  writers.  But  this  is  precisely  our 
mode  of  defence. 

"When  a  dispute  arose  on  the  obligation  of  extending 
the  rite  of  circumcision  to  the  Gentiles,  a  council,  con 
sisting  of  the  apostles  and  elders,  was  assembled  to 
determine  the  question.  Their  decision  was,  that  the 
Gentiles  should  no  longer  be  troubled  on  that  head,  but 
that  they  should  be  strictly  enjoined,  among  other  things, 
carefully  to  abstain  from  things  strangled,  and  from  blood. 
It  is  universally  acknowledged  that  it  was  the  design  of 
this  injunction  to  prohibit  the  use  of  blood  in  food. 
This  precept  was  enjoined  expressly  on  the  Gentiles, 
without  the  slightest  intimation  of  its  being  of  temporary 
duration  ;  nor  did  it  commence  with  the  Jewish  dispen 
sation,  but  was  in  force  from  the  period  of  the  deluge. 
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I  have  not  the  smallest  doubt  that  it  is  of  perpetual 
force,  however  little  it  may  be  regarded  in  modern  prac 
tice  ;  and  were  the  observation  of  it  proposed  as  a  term 
of  communion,  I  am  not  aware  of  a  single  argument 
adduced  by  our  opponents  for  their  narrow  exclusive 
system,  which  might  not  with  superior  advantage  be 
alleged  in  favour  of  such  a  regulation.  If  it  be  urged 
that  there  never  was  a  period  when  it  was  not  the  duty 
of  believers  in  Christ  to  be  baptized,  it  may  be  asserted 
with  equal  confidence,  that  the  precept  of  abstaining  from 
blood  was  invariably  observed  by  the  faithful  from  the 
time  of  Noah.  If 'it  be  urged  that  the  primitive  church 
consisted  exclusively  of  such  as  were  baptized,  it  is 
equally  certain  that  it  consisted  only  of  such  as  abstained 
from  blood.  That  it  was  "  once  a  term  of  communion" 
none  will  deny :  "  how  then  comes  it  to  cease  to  be  such?" 
In  this  case  there  is  no  room  to  allege  a  misapprehen 
sion  of  the  meaning  of  the  precept :  it  is  susceptible 
but  of  one  interpretation;  and  if  the  terms  of  com 
munion  are  not  "annulled  by  being  misunderstood,"* 
much  less  when  there  is  no  such  pretence.  The  only 
perceptible  difference  in  the  two  cases  is,  that  the  pre 
cept  respecting  blood  was  not  promulgated  by  the  Saviour 
himself;  but  it  resulted  from  the  solemn  and  unanimous 
decision  of  his  apostles,  and  is  of  more  ancient  origin 
than  any  other  Christian  institute.  If  our  opponents 
attempt  to  depreciate  its  importance  by  asserting  that  it 
is  merely  ritual  and  ceremonial,  so  is  baptism  ;  and  as 
they  were  both  enjoined  by  the  same  authority,  both 
universally  maintained  in  the  primitive  church,  if  the 
absence  of  one  of  these  observances  constitutes  a  church 
of  different  materials,  so  must  the  neglect  of  the  other. 

Such  as  violate  the  abstinence  in  question  will  not 
pretend  that  they  observe  the  prohibition  :  they  satisfy 
themselves  with  asserting  their  conviction,  (a  conviction 
not  sustained  by  a  syllable  of  scripture,)  that  it  is  only 
of  temporary  obligation ;  and  as  psedobaptists  profess 
their  conscientious  adherence  to  the  baptismal  precept, 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  20. 
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•which  they  merely  demand  the  right  of  interpreting  for 
themselves,  upon  what  principle  is  it  that  a  mistake  in 
the  meaning  of  a  positive  injunction  is  deemed  more 
criminal  than  its  avowed  neglect  ?  or  why  should  an 
error  of  judgement,  which  equally  affects  the  practice  in 
both  cases,  be  tolerated  in  one,  and  made  the  ground  of 
exclusion  in  the  other  ?  This  reasoning,  it  is  acknow 
ledged,  bears  with  the  greatest  weight  on  such  as  con 
ceive  the  prohibition  of  blood  to  be  still  in  force ;  who, 
if  they  adopt  the  principle  of  Mr.  Kinghorn,  ought,  to 
be  consistent,  immediately  to  separate  themselves  from 
such  as  are  of  a  contrary  judgement.  The  same  argu 
ment  equally  applies  to  laying  on  of  hands  after  ordina 
tion  and  baptism.  It  is  acknowledged  that  this  rite  was 
universally  practised  in  the  primitive  times,  that  it  claims 
the  sanction  of  apostolic  example,  and  it  is  enumerated 
by  St.  Paul  amongst  the  first  principles  of  Christian  doc 
trine.  Wherever  that  practice  is  laid  aside,  it  may  with 
equal  truth  be  affirmed,  that  the  church  consists  of  dif 
ferent  materials  from  those  admitted  by  the  apostles ; 
and  it  may  be  asked  with  an  air  of  triumph,  in  the 
words  of  this  writer,  by  wrhat  authority  we  presume 
"  to  make  a  scriptural  rite  of  less  consequence  in  the 
church  of  Christ  than  it  was  once?"* 

Thus  much  may  suffice  for  the  vindication  of  our 
pretended  departure  from  ancient  usage  and  apostolic 
precedent.  But  as  this  topic  is  supposed  to  include 
the  very  pith  and  marrow  of  my  opponent's  cause,  the 
reader  must  excuse  my  replying  to  some  other  parts 
of  his  reasoning.  Confident  of  the  soundness  of  our 
principles,  it  is  my  anxious  wish  that  nothing  may 
pass  unnoticed  that  wears  the  shadow  of  argument ; 
and  that  no  suspicion  be  afforded  of  a  desire  to  shrink 
from  any  part  of  the  contest. 

"  If  an  obedience  to  a  rite,"  says  our  author,  "  be 
not  a  term  of  salvation,  (which  no  one  supposes,)  yet 
it  was  ordered  by  the  highest  authority,  as  an  evidence 
of  subjection  to  the  Author  of  salvation."t  He  re- 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  92.  f  Ibid.  p.  18. 
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peatedly  asserts  that  it  was  prescribed  as  an  evidence 
of  faith  in  him.  In  another  place  he  styles  it,  "the 
appointed  evidence  of  our  putting  on  Jesus  Christ,' 
and  affirms  that  "the  church  of  Christ,  acting  upon 
the  rule  he  has  laid  down,  cannot  recognise  any  person 
as  his  disciple  who  is  not  baptized  in  his  name."* 

Let  us  first  ascertain  the  precise  meaning  of  these 
remarkable  passages.  He  cannot  be  supposed  to  assert 
that  baptism  is  of  itself  a  sufficient  evidence  of  saving 
faith  :  Simon  Magus  was  baptized,  who  had  "  no  part 
or  lot  in  the  matter."  His  meaning  must  be,  that 
the  ordinance  in  question  forms  a  necessary  part  of 
the  evidence  of  faith,  insomuch  that  in  the  absence  of 
it,  our  Lord  intended  no  other  should  be  deemed  valid. 
That  this  was  the  case  in  the  primitive  age,  we  feel 
no  hesitation  in  affirming ;  we  have  also  shown  at  large 
the  reason  on  which  that  conclusion  is  founded.  But 
in  no  part  of  scripture  is  there  the  slightest  intimation 
that  it  was  more  specifically  intended  as  the  test  of  faith, 
than  compliance  with  any  other  part  of  the  mind  of 
Christ ;  or  that  it  was  in  any  other  sense  an  evidence 
of  the  existence  of  that  attainment,  than  as  it  was 
necessary  to  evince  the  possession  of  Christian  sincerity. 
Thus  much  we  are  most  willing  to  concede,  but  are 
at  a  loss  to  know  what  is  gained  by  it,  unless  our 
opponent  could  demonstrate  that  it  occupies  the  same 
place  at  present,  and  that  it  is  still  necessary  to  con 
stitute  a  valid  evidence  of  faith  in  the  Redeemer.  If 
this  is  what  he  means  to  assert,  (and  nothing  beside  has 
the  least  relation  to  his  argument,)  how  will  he  recon 
cile  it  with  the  confidence  he  so  often  expresses  of  the 
piety  of  the  paedobaptists  ?  His  objection  to  their  com 
munion,  he  elsewhere  informs  us,  u  does  not  arise  from 
suspicions  attaching  to  their  Christian  character,"  t  to 
which  he  trusts  he  is  always  willing  to  render  ample 
justice.  He  has  no  suspicion  of  the  piety  of  those  who 
are  destitute  of  that  which  Jesus  Christ  prescribed  as 
the  evidence  of  faith,  and  whom  he  affirms  "  it  is  impos- 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  140.  t  Ibid.  p.  67. 
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sible  for  the  church,  acting  on  the  rule  which  he  has 
laid  down,  to  recognise  as  his  disciples."  I  am  at  a  loss 
to  conceive  of  a  more  palpable  contradiction. 

If  there  he  any  meaning  in  terms,  the  word  evidence 
means  that  by  which  the  truth  of  a  fact  or  a  proposition 
is  made  manifest,  and  the  absence  of  which  induces  either 
hesitation  or  denial.  Its  place  in  the  intellectual  world 
corresponds  to  light  in  the  natural ;  and  it  is  just  as  con 
ceivable  how  an  object  can  be  beheld  without  light,  as 
how  a  fact  can  be  ascertained  without  evidence.  Mr. 
Kinghorn,  it  seems,  however,  has  contrived  to  solve  the 
problem  ;  for  while  he  affirms  that  the  patrons  of  infant 
baptism  are  destitute  of  that  which  Infinite  Wisdom  has 
prescribed  as  the  evidence  of  faith,  and  by  which  we 
are  to  recognise  his  disciples,  he  expresses  as  firm  a 
conviction  of  their  piety  as  though  they  possessed  it  in 
the  utmost  perfection.  Let  me  ask  on  what  is  his  con 
viction  founded  : — will  he  say  upon  evidence  ?  But  he 
assigns  as  a  reason  for  refusing  their  fellowship,  that  they 
are  destitute  of  that  which  Christ  prescribed  for  that 
purpose.  Will  he  distinguish  betwixt  that  private  evi 
dence  which  satisfies  his  own  mind,  and  the  sort  of  evi 
dence  which  Christ  has  demanded  and  enjoined  ?  But 
what  unheard-of  presumption  to  oppose  his  private  judge 
ment  to  the  dictates  of  Heaven ;  and,  while  the  Head 
of  the  church  has  appointed  the  performance  of  a  certain 
ceremony  to  be  the  invariable  criterion  of  discipleship, 
to  pretend,  in  its  absence,  to  ascertain  it  by  another  me 
dium  !  To  attempt  to  prove  that  every  thing  really  is 
what  God  has  appointed  it,  and  that  Infinite  Wisdom, 
where  figurative  language  is  excluded,  calls  things  by 
their  proper  names,  would  be  to  insult  the  understand 
ing  of  the  reader.  If  compliance  with  adult  baptism  is, 
in  every  age,  the  appointed  evidence  of  faith  in  Christ,  it 
undoubtedly  is  what  it  pretends  to  be  :  and  to  ascribe 
faith  to  such  as  are  destitute  of  it,  is  a  sort  of  impiety. 

"  No  church,"  he  assures  us,  "  acting  agreeably  to  the 
rules  of  Christ,  can  recognise  them  as  his  disciples/'* 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  140. 
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"What  strange  magic  lies  concealed  in  the  word  church  ! 
This  writer,  in  a  multitude  of  places,  makes  no  scruple 
of  avowing  his  attachment  to  the  members  of  other  de 
nominations  ;  he  even  anxiously  guards  against  the  sup 
position  of  his  indulging  a  thought  to  the  prejudice  of 
their  piety ;  and  the  sentiments  which  he  entertains 
himself,  he  must  he  supposed  to  recommend  to  the  adop 
tion  of  his  brethren.  In  his  individual  character,  he  feels 
no  objection  to  recognise  them  to  the  full  as  christians  ; 
nay,  he  expresses  the  sentiments  of  recognition  in  a 
studied  variety  of  phrase  :  but  the  moment  he  conceives 
himself  in  a  church,  his  tone  is  altered,  and  he  feels  him 
self  compelled  to  treat  them  as  strangers  and  foreigners; 
Why  this  contradiction  betwixt  the  language  of  the  indi 
vidual,  and  the  language  of  the  church  ?  If  they  are 
christians,  why  should  the  knowledge  of  the  fact  be 
suppressed  there  ?  We  are  taught  by  St.  Paul  to  consider 
the  church  as  the  pillar  and  ground  of  the  truth  ;  where 
she  is  supposed  to  exhibit,  as  in  a  focus,  the  light  and 
love  which  actuate  her  respective  members ;  and  instead 
of  dissonance  betwixt  her  public  principles  and  the  pri 
vate  sentiments  of  her  members,  we  naturally  look  for  a 
perfect  harmony,  or  rather,  for  a  more  illustrious  exhi 
bition  of  what  every  one  thinks  and  feels  apart — for  a 
great  and  combined  movement  of  charity,  corresponding 
to  her  more  silent  and  secret  inspirations.  But  we  are 
doomed  to  anticipate  it  in  vain ;  for  while  the  advocates 
of  strict  communion  are  shocked  at  the  idea  of  suspect 
ing  the  piety  of  their  predobaptist  brethren,  they  contend 
it  would  be  criminal  to  recognise  it  in  the  church.  What 
mysterious  place  is  this,  in  which  we  are  forbidden  to 
acknowledge  a  truth  proclaimed  without  scruple  every 
where  else ;  which  possesses  the  property  of  darkening 
every  object  inclosed  within  its  limits,  and  of  rendering 
christians  invisible  and  impalpable  to  each  other  !  In  the 
broad  day -light  of  the  world,  notwithstanding  their  mi 
nor  differences,  they  are  recognised  with  facility;  but 
the  moment  we  enter  the  sombrous  gloom  of  a  baptist 
church,  we  are  lost  from  each  others  view;  and,  like 
those  who  visited  the  cave  of  Triphonius,  return  pale^ 
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dejected,  and  bewildered.  Of  such  societies  we  might 
be  almost  tempted  to  exclaim — "  My  soul,  come  not 
thou  into  their  secret,  and  to  their  assembly  be  not  thou 
united !"  Shocked  as  we  are  at  such  illiberality,  we 
suppress  the  emotions  which  naturally  arise  on  the  occa 
sion,  remembering  (strange  as  it  may  seem)  how  often  it 
is  associated  with  talents  the  most  respectable,  and  piety 
the  most  fervent. 


CHAP.  III. 

The  supposed  necessary  Connexion  betwixt  the  two  positive 
Institutes  farther  discussed,  wherein  other  Arguments 
are  examined. 

THE  reader  can  scarcely  be  too  often  reminded  that 
the  present  controversy  turns  entirely  on  the  supposed 
necessary  connexion  betwixt  the  two  positive  Christian 
institutes;  the  recollection  of  which  will  at  once  con 
vince  him  of  the  total  irrelevancy  of  much  which  it  has 
been  customary  to  urge  on  the  subject.  Our  opponents 
frequently  reason  in  such  a  manner  as  would  lead  the 
reader  to  suppose  we  were  aiming  to  set  aside  adult  bap 
tism.  Thus  they  insist  on  the  clearness  with  which  it  is 
enjoined  and  exemplified  in  the  sacred  volume,  contend 
for  its  perpetuity,  and  represent  us  as  depreciating  its 
value,  and  dispensing  with  its  obligation ;  topics  which 
might  be  introduced  with  propriety  in  a  dispute  with 
the  people  called  Quakers,  or  with  the  followers  of  Mr. 
Emlyn,  but  are  perfectly  irrelevant  to  the  present  in 
quiry.  It  surely  requires  but  little  attention  to  perceive 
that  it  is  one  thing  to  tolerate,  and  another  to  sanction ; 
that  to  affirm  that  each  of  the  positive  rites  of  religion 
ought  to  be  attended  to,  and  that  they  are  so  related,  that 
a  mistake  respecting  one  instantly  disqualifies  for  an 
other,  are  not  the  same  propositions.  An  attention  to 
that  distinction  would  have  incredibly  shortened  the  pre 
sent  debate,  and  shown  the  futility  of  much  unmeaning 
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declamation,  and  even  of  much  unanswerable  argument. 
We  wish,  if  possible,  to  put  an  end  to  this  (mo/iax«a, 
this  fighting  with  shadows  and  beating  the  air,  and  to 
confine  the  discussion  to  the  real  question,  which  is, 
whether  the  two  positive  ordinances  of  the  New  Testa 
ment  are  so  related  to  each  other,  either  in  the  nature  of 
things,  or  by  express  command,  that  he  whom  we  deem 
not  baptized,  is,  ipso  facto,  or  from  that  circumstance 
alone,  disqualified  for  an  attendance  at  the  Lord's  table. 
This,  and  this  only,  is  the  question  in  which  we  are  con 
cerned. 

That  there  is  not  a  necessary  connexion,  in  the  nature 
of  things,  betwixt  the  two  rites,  appears  from  the  slight 
est  attention  to  their  nature.  It  will  not  be  pretended 
that  the  Lord's  supper  is  founded  on  baptism,  or  that  it 
recognises  a  single  circumstance  belonging  to  it ;  nor  will 
it  be  asserted  to  be  a  less  reasonable  service,  or  less  capa 
ble  of  answering  the  design  of  its  appointment,  when 
attended  to  by  a  paedobaptist,  than  by  persons  of  our 
own  persuasion.  The  event  which  it  "  shows  forth,"  is 
one  in  which  all  denominations  are  equally  interested ; 
the  sacrifice  which  it  exhibits  is  an  oblation  of  whose 
benefits  they  equally  partake ;  and  so  little  affinity  does 
it  bear  to  baptism,  considered  as  a  ceremony,  that  the 
most  profound  consideration  of  it  will  not  suggest  the 
idea  of  that  rite.  As  far  as  reason  is  capable  of  investi 
gating  the  matter,  they  appear  separate  ceremonies,  no 
otherwise  related  than  as  they  emanate  from  the  same 
source,  and  are  prescribed  to  the  same  description  of 
persons.  In  a  word,  judging  from  the  reason  of  the 
case,  we  should  not  for  a  moment  suspect  that  the  obli 
gation  of  commemorating  the  Saviour's  death  depended 
upon  baptism :  we  should  ascribe  it  at  once  to  the  in 
junction — "Do  this  in  remembrance  of  me."  Since 
positive  duties  arise  (to  human  apprehension  at  least) 
from  the  mere  will  of  the  legislator,  and  not  from  immu 
table  relations,  their  nature  forbids  the  attempt  to  estab 
lish  their  inherent  and  essential  connexion.  In  the 
present  case  it  is  sufficient  for  us  to  know,  that  what 
ever  God  has  thought  fit  to  enjoin,  must  be  matter  of 
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duty ;  and  it  little  becomes  weak  and  finite  mortals  to 
limit  its  sphere,  or  explain  away  its  obligation,  by  refined 
and  subtle  distinctions. 

It  remains  to  be  considered  whether  the  necessary  con 
nexion  we  are  seeking,  can  be  found  in  positive  prescrip 
tion.  We,  again  and  again,  call  upon  our  opponents  to 
show  us  the  passage  of  scripture  which  asserts  that  de 
pendence  of  the  Lord's  supper  on  baptism,  which  their 
theory  supposes ;  and  here,  when  we  ask  for  bread,  they 
give  us  a  stone.  They  quote  Christ's  commission  to  his 
apostles,  where  there  is  not  a  word  upon  the  subject,  and 
which  is  so  remote  from  establishing  the  essential  con 
nexion  of  the  two  ceremonies,  that  the  mention  of  one 
of  them  only  is  included.  They  urge  the  conduct  of  the 
apostles,  though  it  is  not  only  sufficiently  accounted  for 
on  our  principles,  but  is  such  as  those  very  principles 
would,  in  their  circumstances,  have  absolutely  compelled 
us  to  adopt;  and  surely  that  must  be  a  very  cogent 
proof  that  the  apostles  were  of  their  sentiments,  which 
is  derived  from  a  matter  of  fact,  which  would  undenia 
bly  have  been  just  what  it  is,  on  the  contrary  supposition. 
They  baptized,  because  they  were  commanded  to  do  so ; 
they  administered  the  Lord's  supper,  because  our  Saviour 
enjoined  it  on  his  disciples ;  and  both  these  duties  were 
prescribed  to  the  societies  they  formed,  because  the 
nature  and  obligation  of  each  were  equally  and  perfectly 
understood.  What  is  there  in  this,  we  ask,  which  our 
hypothesis  forbids  us  to  imitate,  or  which,  had  we  been 
in  their  place,  our  views  would  not  have  obliged  us  to 
adopt  ? 

The  late  excellent  Mr.  Fuller,  Avhose  memory  com 
mands  profound  veneration,  attempts  in  his  posthumous 
tract  on  this  subject,  to  establish  the  connexion  betwixt 
the  two  rites,  by  the  joint  allusion  made  to  them  in  the 
epistles  of  St.  Paul.  From  their  being  connected  together 
in  his  mind,  on  those  occasions,  he  infers  an  inherent 
and  essential  connexion.  With  this  view,  he  adduces 
the  tenth  chapter  of  his  first  letter  to  the  Corinthians, 
which  asserts  that  the  ancient  Israelites  had  a  figurative 
baptism  "  in  the  cloud,  and  in  the  sea,  and  did  all  eat 
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the  same  spiritual  meat,  and  did  all  drink  the  same 
spiritual  drink ;  for  they  drank  of  that  rock  which  fol 
lowed  them,  and  that  rock  was  Christ."  "  If  the  apostle," 
he  remarks,  "  had  not  connected  baptism  and  the  Lord's 
supper  together  in  his  mind,  how  came  he  so  pointedly  to 
allude  to  them  both  in  this  passage  T  He  brings  for 
ward,  also,  another  text  to  the  same  purpose,  where  St. 
Paul  affirms  we  are  all  "  baptized  into  one  body,  and  are 
all  made  to  drink  into  the  same  spirit."  It  is  freely  ad 
mitted  that  these,  and  perhaps  other  texts  which  might 
be  adduced,  afford  examples  of  an  allusion  to  the  two 
ordinances  at  the  same  time,  whence  we  may  be  certain 
that  they  were  present  together  in  the  mind  of  the  writer. 
But  whoever  considers  the  laws  of  association,  must  be 
aware  how  trivial  a  circumstance  is  sufficient  to  unite 
together  in  the  mind,  ideas  of  objects  among  which 
no  essential  relation  subsists.  The  mere  coincidence 
of  time  and  place  is  abundantly  sufficient  for  that  pur 
pose.  In  addressing  a  class  of  persons  distinguished  by 
the  possession  of  peculiar  privileges,  what  more  natural 
than  to  combine  them  in  a  joint  allusion,  without  in 
tending  to  assert  their  relation  or  dependence ;  just  as  in 
addressing  a  British  audience  on  a  political  occasion,  the 
speaker  may  easily  be  supposed  to  remind  them,  at  the 
same  time,  of  their  popular  representation,  of  the  liberty 
of  the  press,  and  the  trial  by  jury,  without  meaning  to 
affirm  that  they  are  incapable  of  being  possessed  apart. 
In  fact,  the  warmest  advocates  of  our  practice  would  feel 
no  sort  of  difficulty  in  adopting  the  same  style,  in  an 
epistle  to  a  church  which  consisted  only  of  baptists  ;  con 
sequently,  nothing  more  can  be  inferred,  than  that  the 
societies  which  St.  Paul  addressed  were  universally  of 
that  description  :  a  fact  we  have  already  fully  conceded. 
The  only  light  in  which  it  bears  upon  the  subject  is  that 
which  makes  it  perfectly  coincide  with  the  argument 
from  primitive  precedent,  the  futility  of  which  has  been 
sufficiently  demonstrated. 

The  unities  which  the  apostle  enumerates  as  belong 
ing  to  Christians,  in  his  epistle  to  the  Ephesians,  are  also 
set  in  opposition  to  us.  "  There  is,"  saith  he,  "  one  body 
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and  one  spirit,  even  as  ye  are  called  in  one  hope  of  your 
calling ;  one  faith,  one  baptism,  one  God  and  Father  of 
all,  who  is  above  all,  and  through  all,  and  in  you  all." 
That  this  text  is  irrelevant  to  the  present  argument,  will 
appear  from  the  following  considerations :  Since  no 
mention  is  made  of  the  Lord's  supper,  it  cannot  be  in 
tended  to  confirm,  or  illustrate,  the  relation  which  bap 
tism  bears  to  that  ordinance,  which  is  the  only  point  in 
dispute.  Next,  it  is  very  uncertain  whether  the  apostle 
refers  to  water  baptism,  or  to  the  baptism  of  the  Spirit ; 
but,  admitting  that  he  intends  the  former,  he  asserts  no 
more  than  we  firmly  believe,  that  there  are  not  two  or 
more  valid  baptisms  under  the  Christian  dispensation, 
but  one  only;  a  deviation  from  which,  either  with  re 
spect  to  the  subject,  or  the  mode,  reduces  it  to  a  nullity. 
Lastly,  since  his  avowed  object  in  insisting  upon  these 
unities,  was  to  persuade  his  reader  to  maintain  inviolate 
that  unity  of  the  Spirit  to  which  they  were  all  subser 
vient,  it  is  extremely  unreasonable  to  adduce  this  passage 
in  defence  of  a  practice  which  involves  its  subversion. 
"  The  same  fountain,"  St.  James  tells  us,  "  cannot  send 
forth  sweet  water  and  bitter ;"  but  here  we  see  an  at 
tempt  to  deduce  discord  from  harmony :  and  to  find  an 
apology  for  dividing  the  mystical  body  of  Christ,  in  the 
most  pathetic  persuasive  to  unity.  The  celebrated 
Whitby,  a  paedobaptist  and  an  episcopalian,  appears  to 
have  felt  the  full  force  of  this  admirable  passage,  when 
he  deduces  from  it  the  three  following  propositions  : 
1st.  "  That  sincere  Christians  only,  are  truly  members  of 
that  church  catholic,  of  which  Christ  is  the  Head.  2dly. 
That  nothing  can  join  any  professor  of  Christianity  to 
this  one  body,  but  the  participation  of  the  spirit  of 
Christ.  3dly.  That  no  error  in  judgement,  or  mistake  in 
practice,  which  doth  not  tend  to  deprive  a  Christian  of  the 
spirit  of  Christ,  can  separate  him  from  the  church  of 
Christ."*  .Thus  it  is,  that  this  learned  commentator 
conceives  himself  to  have  discovered  a  demonstration  of 
the  principles  we  are  abetting,  in  the  very  words  our 
opponents  urge  for  their  overthrow. 
*  Whitby  in  loco. 
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Such  is  the  substance  of  Mr.  Fuller's  argumentation 
on  the  subject ;  and  on  a  basis  so  slight,  did  he  attempt 
to  rear  the  edifice  of  strict  communion.  In  how  diffe 
rent  a  light  will  he  be  viewed  by  posterity,  as  the  vic 
torious  impugner  of  socinian  and  deistical  impiety  !  and 
who,  on  looking  back  on  his  achievements  in  that  field, 
and  comparing  them  with  his  feeble  efforts  in  the  present, 
but  must  exclaim  with  regret,  quantum  mutatus  ab  illo  ! 
Whether  he  felt  some  distrust  of  the  ground  he  was 
treading,  which  for  several  reasons  I  strongly  suspect ;  or 
whether  it  is  to  be  ascribed  to  the  infelicity  of  the  sub 
ject,  it  is  not  easy  to  say;  but  bis  posthumous  pamphlet 
on  communion,  will  unquestionably  be  considered  as  the 
feeblest  of  all  his  productions.  The  worthy  editor  proba 
bly  calculated  on  great  effects  to  arise  from  the  dying 
suffrage  of  a  man  so  highly  esteemed ;  but  before  he 
ventured  on  a  step  so  injurious  to  his  fame,  he  should 
have  remembered,  that  we  live  in  an  age  not  remarkably 
disposed  to  implicit  faith,  even  in  the  greatest  names. 

But  it  is  time  to  return  to  Mr.  Kinghorn,  with  whose 
management  of  the  subject  we  are  at  present  more  im 
mediately  concerned.  As  bold  a  polemic  as  Mr.  Fuller 
was  generally  considered,  he  was  pusillanimity  itself 
compared  to  my  present  antagonist ;  who,  in  the  ardour 
of  combat,  has  not  scrupled  to  remove  land-marks  which 
he,  I  am  well  persuaded,  would  have  considered  as  sa 
cred.  It  cannot  be  denied  that  he  has  infused  by  these 
means  some  novelty  into  the  discussion,  and  that  many 
of  his  arguments  bear  an  original  stamp  ;  but  whether 
that  novelty  is  combined  with  truth,  or  that  originality 
is  such  as  will  ultimately  secure  many  imitators,  or 
admirers,  is  another  question. 

Having  already  shown  that  no  inherent  connexion 
subsists  betwixt  the  two  rites  under  discussion,  it  re 
mains  to  be  considered,  as  we  have  already  remarked, 
whether  they  are  connected  by  positive  law.  Is  there  a 
single  word  in  the  New  Testament,  which,  fairly  inter 
preted,  can  be  regarded  as  a  prohibition  of  the  admission 
of  unbaptized  persons  to  the  Lord's  supper  ? 

Let  Mr.  Kinghorn  answer  this  question  for  us :  "  The 
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New  Testament"  he  tells  us,  "  does  not  prohibit  the  unbap- 
tized  from  receiving  the  Lord's  supper,  because  no  cir 
cumstance  arose  which  rendered  such  prohibition  neces 
sary."*  Whether  a  prohibition  was  necessary  or  not, 
involves  a  distinct  inquiry;  we  request  the  reader's 
attention  to  the  important  concession,  that  it  does  not 
exist.  The  reason  he  assigns,  however,  for  its  not  being 
necessary  is,  that  "  it  is  acknowledged  the  law  of  baptism 
Was  clearly  understood,  and  that  the  unbaptized  could 
not  be  received  into  the  church."  "  There  was  therefore," 
he  adds,  "  no  reason  why  a  prohibitory  declaration  should 
exist."  "We  fully  agree  with  him,  that  at  the  period  of 
which  he  is  speaking,  the  law  of  baptism  was  fully 
understood  ;  and  on  that  account,  we  say,  such  as  refused 
to  obey  it,  could  not  be  received  into  the  church.  We 
also  admit,  that  while  there  was  this  clear  understanding, 
no  such  prohibition  as  we  demand  was  requisite.  But 
if  it  was  rendered  unnecessary  because  of  this  clear 
understanding,  as  this  writer  informs,  must  it  not  by  his 
own  allowance  become  necessary,  when  that  understand 
ing  ceases  ?  If  the  presence  of  one  thing  makes  another 
unnecessary,  must  not  the  absence  of  the  same  thing 
restore  the  necessity  ? 

In  the  present  instance,  the  only  reason  he  assigns  for 
an  express  prohibition  not  being  then  necessary,  is,  that 
the  ordinance  of  baptism  was  perfectly  understood; 
surely  if  this  be  the  only  reason,  the  necessity  must 
return  when  that  reason  ceases ;  in  other  words,  there 
will  be  a  necessity  for  an  express  prohibition  of  the 
unbaptized,  whenever  the  precept  respecting  baptism 
ceases  to  be  understood.  Has  it,  or  has  it  not,  ceased 
(in  our  apprehension)  to  be  understood  by  modern  pgedo- 
baptists?  If  it  be  admitted  that  it  has,  then,  on  his 
own  principle,  an  express  prohibition  of  the  unbaptized 
to  receive  the  Lord's  supper  has  become  necessary.  But 
he  acknowledges  that  none  exists  ;  whence  the  only  con 
clusion  to  be  deduced  is,  either  that  the  word  of  God  has 
omitted  what  is  necessary  in  itself,  or  (which  is  rather 
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more  probable)  what  is  necessary  to  support  his  hypo 
thesis.  The  \vord  of  God,  it  should  be  remembered, 
makes  adequate  provision  for  the  direction  of  the  faith 
ful  in  every  age,  being  written  under  the  guidance  of  that 
Spirit  to  whom  the  remotest  futurity  was  present ;  and 
though  it  was  by  no  means  requisite  to  specify  the 
errors  which  were  foreseen  to  arise,  it  is  not  a  sufficient 
rule,  unless  it  enables  us  to  discover  which  of  these  are 
and  which  are  not,  to  be  tolerated  in  the  church.  The 
doctrine  which  asserts  that  baptism  is  an  indispensable 
requisite  to  communion,  this  writer  expressly  informs 
us,  was  not  promulgated  among  the  primitive  Christians, 
because  they  did  not  need  it :  their  clear  understanding 
of  the  nature  of  the  ceremony  was  sufficient  of  itself  to 
secure  an  attention  to  it,  in  the  absence  of  that  doctrine. 
This  is  equivalent  to  an  acknowledgement,  if  there  be 
any  meaning  in  terms,  that  if  they  had  not  had  the  clear 
comprehension  of  the  ordinance  which  he  ascribes  to 
them,  they  would  have  needed  that  truth  to  be  pro 
pounded,  which  in  their  situation  was  safely  suppressed. 
But  if  the  primitive  Christians  would  have  found  such 
information  necessary,  how  is  it  that  the  modern  psedo- 
baptists,  who  are,  according  to  our  principles,  precisely 
in  the  situation  here  supposed,  can  dispense  with  it? 
"What  should  prevent  them  from  turning  upon  Mr.  King- 
horn,  and  saying — We  judge  ourselves  baptized;  but 
supposing  we  are  not,  you  assert  that  there  is  no  scrip 
tural  prohibition  of  the  unbaptized  approaching  the 
Lord's  table,  which  you  yet  acknowledge  would  have 
been  necessary  to  justify  the  repelling  of  primitive  chris- 
tians  from  that  privilege,  had  it  not  been  for  their  perfect 
knowledge  of  the  nature  of  baptism.  But  as  you  will 
not  assert  that  rve  possess  that  knowledge,  how  will  you 
defend  yourself  in  treating  us  in  a  manner  which,  by 
your  own  concession,  the  apostles  would  not  have  been 
justified  in  adopting  towards  their  immediate  converts  ? 

It  was  generally  supposed  that  the  abettors  of  strict 
communion  imagined  some  peculiar  connexion  betwixt 
baptism  and  the  Lord's  supper,  beyond  what  subsists 
betwixt  that  ceremony  and  other  parts  of  Christianity. 
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Our  present  opponent  disclaims  that  notion.  "  If  the 
above  evidence,"  he  says,  "  be  justly  stated,  there  is  a 
real  instituted  connexion  between  baptism,  and  the 
whole  of  the  succeeding  Christian  profession.  So  that 
there  is  no  reason  why  the  connexion  between  baptism 
and  the  Lord's  supper  should  be  more  distinctly  marker!, 
than  between  baptism  and  any  other  duty  or  privilege."* 
But  if  this  be  the  case,  why  do  they  confine  their  re 
striction  to  the  mere  act  of  communion  at  the  Lord's 
table  ?  In  every  other  respect  they  feel  no  scruple  in 
acknowledging  the  members  of  other  denominations  as 
Christians :  they  join  with  them  in  the  most  sacred 
duties ;  they  interchange  devotional  services  ;  they  pro 
fess  to  value,  and  not  unfrequently  condescend  to  entreat, 
an  interest  in  their  prayers.  In  a  word,  no  one  who  had 
not  witnessed  their  commemoration  of  the  Lord's  supper, 
would  suspect  they  made  any  distinction.  There  are  a 
thousand  acts  which  they  perform  towards  such  as  prac 
tise  infant  sprinkling,  which  would  be  criminal  and 
absurd  on  any  other  supposition  than  that  of  their  being 
members  of  Christ,  and  co-heirs  of  eternal  life.  By  the 
mouth  of  our  author,  whom  they  are  proud  of  consider 
ing  as  their  organ,  they  inform  us  that  every  other  duty 
and  privilege  is  as  much  dependent  on  baptism,  as  the 
celebration  of  the  eucharist ;  yet  it  is  this  duty  and  this 
privilege  alone,  in  which  they  refuse  to  participate  with 
Christians  of  other  persuasions.  How  will  they  reconcile 
their  practice  and  their  theory :  or  rather,  how  escape  the 
ridicule  attached  to  such  a  glaring  contradiction  ?  The 
Sandemanian  baptists  have  taken  care  to  shelter  them 
selves  from  such  animadversions,  by  a  stern  and  con 
sistent  process  of  intolerance ;  but  the  English  baptists 
appear  to  resemble  Ephraim,  who  mixed  himself  with 
the  nations,  and  was  a  "cake  half  turned."  Is  there 
no  duty,  is  there  no  privilege,  characteristic  of  a  chris- 
tian,  but  what  is  included  in  receiving  the  sacrament  ? 
How  is  it  that  they  have  presumed  to  break  down 
the  sacretl  fence,  to  throw  all  open,  and  make  all  things 
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common,  with  the  exception  of  one  narrow  inclosure  ? 
What,  in  the  mean  time,  becomes  of  apostolic  practice, 
and  ancient  precedent  ?  How  admirably  are  these  illus 
trated  by  their  judicious  selection  of  the  Lord's  table,  as 
the  spot  over  which  to  suspend  the  ensigns  of  party  ! 

When  we  read  of  Priscilla  and  Aquila  taking  Apollos 
home,  and  instructing  him  in  the  way  of  the  Lord  more 
perfectly,  we  give  full  credit  to  the  narrative ;  but  had 
we  been  informed  that  these  excellent  persons,  after 
hearing  him  with  great  delight,  refused  his  admission  to 
the  supper  of  the  Lord,  on  account  of  some  adversity  of 
opinion  or  of  practice,  the  consent  of  all  the  manuscripts 
and  versions  in  the  world  would  have  been  insufficient 
to  overcome  the  incredulity,  arising  from  an  instantaneous 
conviction  of  its  total  repugnance  to  the  maxims  and 
principles  of  primitive  Christianity.  Yet  this  would  have 
been  nothing  more  than  an  anticipation  of  the  practice  of 
our  opponents. 

They  attempt  to  justify  themselves  in  this  particular 
on  two  grounds  ;  first,  that  they  "  do  nothing  more  than 
their  opponents  ;"  and  "  where  their  conduct  is  deemed 
the  most  exceptionable,  they  only  copy  the  example 
which  the  paadobaptists  set  before  them,  and  support  by 
preeminent  talents."*  They  do  nothing  more  than  their 
opponents.  What  then  ?  ice  hold  no  principle  inconsist 
ent  with  our  practice  ;  we  have  not  confined  the  profes 
sion  of  Christianity  to  ourselves ;  much  less  are  we 
accustomed  to  make  a  practical  distinction  betwixt  the 
participation  of  the  eucharist,  and  other  duties  and  pri 
vileges,  after  stating,  in  so  many  words,  that  the  scrip 
ture  authorises  no  such  distinction.  The  plea  derived 
from  the  disposition  of  paedobaptists  to  cultivate  a  reli 
gious  intercourse,  we  leave  to  be  answered  by  himself, 
who  has  told  us  that  "  we  meet  on  unequal  terms." 
"  The  latter  (paedobaptists)  surrender  no  principle,  they 
do  not  unite  with  those  whom  they  deem  unbaptized/'t 

Their  other  pretence  is,  that  u  prayer  and  praise  are 
not  exclusive  ordinances  of  the  church  ;  that  they  were 
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in  being  before  it  was  formed,  and  have  been  parts  of 
true  religion  under  every  dispensation."*  But  is  it  not 
the  peculiar  prerogative  of  the  faithful  to  offer  acceptable 
devotion  ?  Is  not  prayer  in  the  name  of  Jesus  a  pecu 
liarity  of  the  new  dispensation,  and  is  not  the  requesting 
a  psedobaptist  to  present  it  on  our  behalf,  as  clear  an 
acknowledgement  of  his  Christianity,  as  admitting  him  to 
communion,  and,  consequently,  as  incompatible  with  our 
author's  own  maxim,  that  the  "  church  of  Christ,  acting 
upon  the  rule  he  has  laid  down,  cannot  recognise  any 
person  as  his  disciple,  who  is  not  baptized  in  his  name  ?" 

Mr.  Kinghorn  is  bound  by  his  own  declaration,  in  his 
treatment  of  other  denominations,  to  abstain  from  every 
action  which  will  imply  an  explicit  acknowledgement  of 
their  being  Christians ;  so  that,  as  far  as  he  is  concerned, 
it  is  of  no  consequence  whatever,  whether  prayer  and 
praise  belong  to  natural  or  revealed  religion,  or  whether 
they  are  or  are  not  exclusive  ordinances  of  the  church : 
the  only  question  iSj  whether  the  reciprocation  of  such 
services,  with  other  denominations,  be  not  a  recognition 
of  their  Christianity.  If  it  be,  he  is,  by  his  acknow 
ledgement,  as  much  obliged  to  abandon  it,  as  the  prac 
tice  of  mixed  communion,  and  exactly  for  the  same 
reason ;  since  he  informs  us  that  his  objections  to  that 
practice  are  not  founded  on  any  peculiar  connexion 
betwixt  communion  and  baptism,  but  on  the  common 
relation  which  the  latter  bears  to  "all  the  duties  of 
Christianity." 

The  preceding  remarks  are  more  than  sufficient  to 
evince  his  inconsistency  with  himself;  which,  however 
glaring,  is  not  more  so  than  his  deviation  from  ancient 
precedent.  That  the  first  Christians  did  not  interchange 
religious  services  with  those  with  whom  they  refused  to 
communicate  ;  that  they  did  not  countenance,  in  the  ex 
ercise  of  their  ministry,  men  whom  they  refused  to  ac 
knowledge  as  members  of  the  church, — it  would  be  ri 
diculous  to  attempt  to  prove ;  the  fact  will  be  instantly 
admitted.  Let  it  be  also  remembered,  that  this  devia-= 
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tion  is  of  far  greater  magnitude  than  that  of  which  we 
are  accused.  Who,  that  remembers  that  the  kingdom  of 
God  is  not  meats  or  drinks,  that  its  nature  is  spiritual, 
not  ritual,  can  doubt  that  the  moral  duties  of  religion, 
the  love  of  the  brethren,  with  its  diversified  fruits  and 
effects,  taken  in  their  whole  extent,  form  a  more  im 
portant  object  than  the  single  observation  of  the  eucha- 
rist? 

Mr.  Kinghorn  himself  deprecates  the  very  suspicion 
of  placing  even  baptism,  in  point  of  importance,  on  a 
level  with  the  least  of  the  moral  precepts  of  Christ.  But 
with  respect  to  the  whole  of  these,,  he  and  they  allow 
themselves  to  depart  as  far  from  scriptural  precedent,  in 
its  literal  interpretation,  as  ourselves.  In  the  affair  of 
communion,  they  boast  of  adhering  to  "  that  plain  rule  of 
conduct,  (to  adopt  my  opponent's  words,)  so  did  the  apos 
tles,  and,  therefore,  so  do  we?*  But  here  their  con 
formity  stops ;  in  every  other  branch  of  social  religion, 
in  whatever  respects  the  interior  of  the  kingdom,  they 
claim  the  liberty  of  treating  the  unbaptized  in  precisely 
the  same  manner  with  members  of  their  own  denomina 
tion  ;  wherein  they  pronounce  their  own  condemnation  : 
for  what  should  prevent  us  from  retorting,  "  so  did  not 
the  apostles,  but  so  do  ye  ?" 

The  distress  and  embarrassment  which  the  conscious 
ness  of  this  glaring  inconsistency  occasioned  the  venera 
ble  Booth,  are  sufficiently  depicted  in  his  Apology.  The 
sturdy  saint  perfectly  reels  and  staggers  under  its  insup 
portable  weight ;  which,  to  use  the  language  of  Arch 
bishop  Tillotson,  is  a  millstone  round  the  neck  of  strict 
communion,  which  will  inevitably  sink  it  into  perdition  ; 
an  incongruity  which  the  most  obtuse  understanding  per 
ceives,  and  no  degree  of  acumen  can  defend  ;  and  which 
so  totally  annuls  the  plea  of  original  precedent,  which  is 
their  sheet-anchor,  as  to  leave  it  doubtful  whether  its 
advocates  are  most  at  variance  with  the  apostles  or  with 
themselves.  The  venerable  apologist  has  recourse  to  the 
same  distinctions  with  the  present  writer,  but  with  so 
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little  success,  and,  apparently,  with  so  little  satisfaction 
to  himself,  that  if  the  spirit  of  controversy  did  not  blunt 
our  sensibility,  we  should  sincerely  sympathise  with  his 
distress.  It  is  humiliating  to  see  his  manly  and  majestic 
mind  stooping  to  such  logomachies. 

The  advocates  of  the  restrictive  system  must  change 
their  ground ;  they  must  either  go  forwards  or  backwards. 
They  have  already  conceded  so  much  to  the  members  of 
other  denominations,  that,  if  they  would  preserve  the 
least  show  of  consistency,  they  must  either  concede 
more,  or  withdraw  what  they  have  granted.  They  have 
most  unreasonably  and  capriciously  stopped,  and  fixed 
their  encampment  where  no  mortal  before  ever  thought 
of  staying  for  a  moment.  They  have  already  made  such 
near  approaches  to  the  great  body  of  those  whom  we 
deem  unbaptized,  as  places  them  at  an  immeasurable 
distance  from  the  letter  of  the  apostolic  precedent, 
though  in  perfect  harmony  with  its  spirit ;  while  they 
preposterously  cling  to  that  letter,  as  the  reason  for  re 
fusing  to  go  an  inch  farther.  They  remain  immovable, 
(to  change  the  figure,)  not  because  they  rest  on  any 
solid  basis,  but  because  they  are  suspended  betwixt  the 
love  of  the  brethren,  and  the  remains  of  intolerance ; 
just  as  Mahomet's  tomb  is  said  to  hang  betwixt  two 
magnets  of  equal  powers,  placed  in  opposite  directions. 

The  Scottish  baptists  (as  I  have  been  informed)  act 
consistently.  Conceiving,  with  Mr.  Kinghorn,  that  im 
mersion,  on  a  profession  of  faith,  is  a  necessary  introduc 
tion  to  the  Christian  profession,  they  uniformly  abstain 
from  a  participation  in  sacred  offices  with  the  members 
of  other  societies,  and,  without  pretending  to  judge  of 
their  final  state,  treat  them  on  every  occasion  as  men, 
whose  religious  pretensions  are  doubtful.  Whoever  con 
siders  the  import  of  the  following  passage,  will  be  sur 
prised  Mr.  Kinghorn  should  feel  any  hesitation  in  adopt 
ing  the  same  system.  "  It  is  granted,"  says  our  author, 
"  that  baptism  is  not  expressly  inculcated  as  a  prepara 
tive  to  the  Lord's  supper;  neither  is  it  inculcated  as 
preparative  to  any  thing  else.  But  \hefirst  act  of  Chris 
tian  obedience  is,  of  course,  succeeded  by  the  rest ;  and 
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the  required  acknowledgement  of  our  faith  in  Christ,  in 
the  nature  of  things,  ought  to  precede  the  enjoyment  of 
the  privileges  which  arise  from  faith."* 

By  the  first  act  of  Christian  obedience,  he  unquestion 
ably  intends  the  reception  of  baptism  ;  and  the  meaning 
of  the  sentence  turns  entirely  on  the  woid  first.  He  de 
signs  to  assert,  that  such  is  the  prescribed  order  of  reli 
gious  actions — that  unless  that  ordinance  is  first  attended 
to,  every  other  performance  is  invalid ;  that  whatever  it 
may  be  in  itself,  not  occupying  its  proper  place,  it  cannot 
lay  claim  to  the  character  of  a  duty.  We  should  be  ex 
tremely  concerned  at  imposing  a  false  construction  on 
his  words  ;  but  if  this  is  not  his  meaning,  we  despair  of 
discovering  it.  But  if  our  interpretation  is  just,  unless 
we  can  conceive  of  a  religion  availing  for  eternal  life,  in 
the  total  absence  of  duties,  it  is  equivalent  to  asserting, 
that  none  besides  our  own  denomination  possess  true  re 
ligion.  He  expressly  tells  us  every  other  duty  must 
succeed,  that  is,  must  come  after  baptism,  which,  with 
respect  to  pasdobaptists,  is  impossible  on  our  principles  ; 
whence  it  necessarily  follows,  that  while  they  retain 
their  sentiments,  they  are  disqualified  for  the  perform 
ance  of  duty.  The  only  conceivable  method  of  evading 
this  conclusion,  is  to  make  a  distinction,  and  to  affirm, 
that  though  baptism  ought,  agreeably  to  the  institution 
of  Christ,  to  precede  the  other  branches  of  religion,  yet 
that  when  it  is  omitted  from  a  misconception  or  mistake, 
the  omission  is  not  of  such  magnitude  as  to  prevent  their 
being  accepted.  But  should  our  author  explain  himself 
in  this  manner,  he  will  not  only  coincide  with  us,  but 
his  argument  for  strict  communion  will  be  relinquished. 
Having  acknowledged  that  "  the  connexion  between 
baptism  and  the  Lord's  supper  is  not  more  directly 
marked  in  scripture,  than  between  that  ordinance  and 
any  other  duty,"t  were  he  now  to  make  a  distinction  in 
favour  of  the  sacrament,  and  confine  the  disqualification 
to  that  particular,  he  would  be  guilty  of  an  express  con- 

*  Baptism  aTerm  of  Communion,  p.  30. 

t  Ibid.  p.  30. 
VOL.   IIJ  <^ 


226  REPLY   TO   REV.   JOSEPH    KINGHORN. 

tradiction.  Nor  are  his  words  susceptible  of  such  an  in 
terpretation.  The  assertion  he  makes  is  in  the  form  of 
a  general  proposition ;  which  is,  that  all  the  duties  of 
Christianity  must  succeed  baptism,  in  contradiction  to 
going  before  it ;  and  the  disqualification  for  the  Lord's 
supper,  which  he  represents  the  pasdobaptists  as  lying 
under,  is  inferred  solely  from  the  consideration  of  its  con 
stituting  a  part  of  those  duties, 

Thus  much  for  the  duties ;  let  us  next  hear  what  he 
says  of  fas  privileges  of  Christianity.  Baptism,  which  he 
styles  "the  required  acknowledgement  of  our  faith  in 
Christ,"  he  tells  us,  "  ought  to  precede  the  enjoyment  of 
the  privileges  which  arise  from  faith."  They  ought  to 
precede,  but  do  they  in  fact  ?  Is  it  his  opinion  that  all 
other  sects,  as  a  punishment  for  their  disobedience  in 
one  particular,  are  left  destitute  of  the  spiritual  immuni 
ties  which  flow  from  faith  ?  If  it  is  not,  it  behoves  him 
to  reflect  on  the  presumption  of  such  a  mode  of  speak 
ing,  which  is  little  less  than  arraigning  the  wisdom  of 
the  great  Head  of  the  church,  who  dispenses  his  favours 
in  a  manner  so  different  from  that  which  he  ventures  to 
prescribe.  Should  he  reply,  that  Jesus  Christ,  as  a 
Sovereign,  is  at  liberty  to  act  as  he  pleases,  but  that  we 
are  under  an  obligation  of  adhering  to  the  settled  order 
of  his  house,  it  is  easy  to  perceive  that  this  evasion  is 
neither  consistent  with  truth,  nor  sufficient  to  establish 
his  consistency  with  himself.  Are  not  his  partizans  in 
the  daily  habit  of  exhibiting  towards  the  members  of 
other  societies,  tokens  of  their  fraternal  regard,  of  in 
viting  them  to  every  branch  of  Christian  fellowship,  short 
of  admission  to  the  sacrament  ?  Will  they  deny  that 
the  communion  of  saints,  even  in  the  absence  of  that  in 
stitution,  is  an  important  privilege  ? 

In  the  next  place,  to  represent  the  bestowment  of 
spiritual  blessings  on  the  great  body  of  the  faithful, 
through  the  lapse  of  fifteen  centuries,  whose  salvability, 
it  is  confessed,  is  capable  of  demonstration  from  scrip 
ture  ;  to  speak  of  this,  as  an  extraordinary  and  extra- 
judicial  procedure,  is  to  confound  the  most  obvious  dis 
tinctions. 
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The  terms  of  salvation,  which  are,  radically,  faith  and 
repentance,  are  clearly  propounded  in  the  word  of  God  ; 
and  surely  it  will  not  he  doubted  that  multitudes  out  of 
the  pale  of  our  sect,  have  exhibited  such  proofs  of  their 
possessing  these  qualifications,  that  their  enjoyment  of 
the  divine  favour  is  not  to  be  ascribed  to  a  secret 
economy,  similar  to  what  has  been  conjectured  by  some 
to  extend  to  virtuous  pagans.  Where  revelation  is  silent, 
it  becomes  us  to  copy  its  reserve ;  but  in  the  present  in 
stance,  so  far  is  this  from  being  the  case,  that  few  propo 
sitions  are  more  susceptible  of  proof  from  that  quarter, 
than  that  an  error,  with  respect  to  a  positive  rite,  is  not 
fatal;  whence  the  necessary  inference  is,  that  the  be- 
stowment  of  God's  favours  on  such  as  labour  under  that 
imperfection,  is  a  known  part  of  his  conduct :  that  it  is 
not  only  his  intention  so  to  act,  but  that  he  has  taken 
effectual  care  to  inform  us  of  it ;  not,  we  presume,  for 
the  purpose  of  enabling  us  to  contradict  it,  but  as  a 
pattern  for  our  humble  imitation. 

When  the  Holy  Ghost  fell  upon  the  Gentiles,  assem 
bled  in  the  house  of  Cornelius,  though  Peter  had  a 
short  time  before,  doubted  the  lawfulness  even  of  eating 
with  them,  he  considered  it  as  such  a  seal  of  the  divine 
approbation,  that  he  felt  no  hesitation  in  immediately 
admitting  them  all  to  the  privileges  of  the  church;  He 
did  not  presume  (with  reverence  be  it  spoken)  to  be 
stricter  or  more  orderly  than  God.  "  Forasmuch,"  said 
he,  "  as  God  gave  them  the  like  gift  as  he  did  unto  us 
who  believed,  who  was  I  that  I  should  withstand  God  ?" 
a  question  which  we  presume  to  recommend  to  the  se 
rious  consideration  of  Mr.  Kinghorn  and  his  associates. 
The  principle  on  which  he  justified  his  conduct  is  plainly 
this,  that  when  it  is  once  ascertained  that  an  individual 
is  the  object  of  divine  acceptance,  it  would  be  impious 
to  withhold  from  him  any  religious  privilege.  Until  it 
be  shown  that  this  was  not  the  principle  on  which  he 
rested  his  defence,  or  that  the  practice  of  strict  commu 
nion  is  consistent  with  it,  we  shall  feel  ourselves  com 
pelled  to  discard,  with  just  detestation,  a  system  of  action 
which  St.  Peter  contemplated  with  horror,  as  withstand- 
Q2 
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ing  God:  and,  when  I  consider  it  in  this  just  and  awful 
light,  I  feel  no  hesitation  in  avowing  ray  conviction  that 
it  is  replete  with  worse  consequences,  and  is  far  more 
offensive  to  God,  than  that  corruption  of  a  Christian 
ordinance  to  which  it  is  opposed.  The  latter  affects  the 
exterior  only  of  our  holy  religion,  the  former  its  vitals ; 
where  it  inflicts  a  wound  on  the  very  heart  of  charity, 
and  puts  the  prospect  of  union  among  Christians  to  an 
interminable  distance. 

This  new  doctrine,  that  the  tenure  by  which  religious 
privileges  are  held,  is  appropriated  to  the  members  of  one 
inconsiderable  sect,  must  strike  the  serious  reader  with 
astonishment.  Are  we  in  reality  the  only  persons  who 
possess  an  interest  in  the  common  salvation  ?  If  we  are 
not,  by  what  title  do  others  possess  it  ?  Certainly  not  in 
consequence  of  their  faith,  for  we  are  expressly  taught 
by  this  writer,  that  baptism  must  precede  the  enjoyment 
of  the  privileges  which  arise  from  faith;*  in  which, 
however,  he  expressly  contradicts  himself,  for  he  assures 
us  that  none  are  fit  subjects  of  baptism  who  are  not  pre 
viously  believers  in  Christ,  and  justified  in  the  sight  of 
God  by  their  faith.  He  must  either  say,  then,  that  they 
lose  their  justification  unless  they  comply  with  that  or 
dinance,  or  present  us  with  the  portentous  doctrine  of  a 
justification  which  stands  alone,  a  widowed  and  barren 
justification,  productive  of  no  advantage  to  its  possessor. 

Let  it  also  be  seriously  considered,  whether  the  posi 
tions  we  have  been  examining  do  not  coincide  with  the 
doctrine  of  the  opus  operatum^  the  opprobrium  of  the 
Romish  church.  But  as  some  of  my  readers  may  not 
be  acquainted  with  the  meaning  of  these  terms,  it  is 
proper  to  remark,  that  the  church  of  Rome  attributes 
the  highest  spiritual  benefits  to  certain  corporeal  actions, 
or  ceremonies,  independent  of  the  character  and  dispo 
sition  of  the  performer.  JFor  example,  she  believes  that 
the  ceremony  of  baptism  secures  to  the  unconscious 
infant,  by  its  intrinsic  efficacy,  the  infusion  of  regenerat 
ing  grace,  without  regard  to  the  intention  or  disposition 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  40. 


REPLY   TO   REV.    JOSEPH   KINGHORN.  229 

of  the  parties  concerned  ;  and  that  the  element  of  hread 
in  the  sacrament  operates  in  the  same  manner  in  procur 
ing  the  pardon,  and  augmenting  the  grace,  of  the  com 
municant.  Hence  the  members  of  that  church  lay  little 
stress  on  the  exercise  of  faith,  and  the  cultivation  of 
holy  dispositions,  compared  to  the  dependence  they  place 
on  "  bodily  exercise,"  on  masses,  penances,  auricular  con 
fessions,  and  a  multitude  of  external  observances,  which 
form  the  substance  of  their  religion.  Consistent  protes- 
tants,  on  the  contrary,  while  they  conscientiously  attend 
to  every  positive  institute,  according  to  the  measure  of 
their  light,  look  upon  the  few  and  simple  ceremonies  of 
the  gospel,  as  incapable  of  affording  the  smallest  benefit 
apart  from  the  dispositions  and  intentions  with  whicli 
they  are  performed ;  agreeably  to  the  doctrine  of  our 
Saviour,  who  tells  us,  that  "  God  is  a  Spirit,  and  they  that 
worship  him,  must  worship  him  in  spirit  and  in  truth." 
To  expatiate  on  the  incalculable  mischiefs  which  have 
arisen  from  the  Romish  doctrine,  is  foreign  to  our  pur 
pose  ;  suffice  it  to  remark  that  it  is  held  in  just  detesta 
tion  by  all  enlightened  Christians. 

Our  business  is  to  show  the  coincidence  of  Mr.  King- 
horn's  principles  with  that  most  dangerous  and  exploded 
tenet.  He  contends  that  the  mere  absence  of  a  cere 
mony,  or  if  you  please,  an  incorrect  manner  of  performing 
it,  is,  of  itself i  sufficient,  exclusive  of  every  other  consi 
deration,  to  incur  the  forfeiture  of  Christian  privileges  ; 
of  the  privileges  in  general  which  arise  from  faith.*  It 
is  not,  according  to  him,  merely  the  forfeiture  of  a  title 
to  the  eucharist  which  it  involves ;  that,  he  informs  us, 
is  not  more  affected  by  it  than  any  other  privilege :  it  is 
the  universal  privation  of  Christian  immunities  which  is 
the  immediate  consequence  of  that  omission  ;  and,  as  he 
acknowledges  that  many  to  whom  it  attaches  are  regene 
rated,  they  must  consequently  be  endowed  with  right 
dispositions.  For  what  is  that  renovation  of  mind  which 
can  exist  without  them  ?  But  if  such  as  are  possessed  of 
these  in  the  most  eminent  degree,  which  he  acknowledges 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  30. 
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is  the  case,  with  some  paedobaptists,  are  yet  debarred 
from  spiritual  privileges,  wherein  does  this  differ  from 
ascribing  that  efficacy  to  an  external  rite,  which  is  sup 
posed  in  the  doctrine  of  the  opus  operatum  :  and  if  those 
who  have  faith  are  not  entitled  to  the  benefits  which 
result  from  it,  because  a  certain  ceremony  is  wanting, 
how  is  it  possible  to  ascribe  more  to  that  ceremony  ? 

Whatever  degree  of  prejudice  or  inattention  we  may 
be  disposed  to  impute  to  some  of  the  advocates  of  infant 
baptism,  it  would  be  the  highest  injustice  to  comprehend 
them  all  under  the  same  censure.  There  are  those,  no 
doubt,  who,  without  adopting  our  views,  have  exercised 
as  much  thought,  and  exerted  as  much  impartiality,  on 
the  subject,  as  our  observation  authorises  us  to  expect 
from  the  brightest  specimens  of  human  nature  :  nay,  this 
author  admits  that  "  it  is  possible  they  may  be  some  of 
the  most  exalted  characters  in  point  of  piety."*  But  it 
surely  cannot  be  doubted  that  they  who  merit  this  enco 
mium,  are  as  conscientious  in  their  performance  of  infant, 
as  we  in  the  administration  of  adult,  baptism ;  and  as 
they  are,  by  the  very  supposition,  actuated  by  dispo 
sitions  exactly  the  same,  the  pure  intention  of  pleasing 
and  glorifying  God,  if  we  still  conceive  them  deprived  of 
the  privileges  which  we  possess,  the  difference  must  be 
ascribed  merely  to  a  ceremony,  and  the  opus  operatum 
returns  in  its  full  force.  This  however  is  too  faint  a 
statement.  It  returns  in  a  form  more  aggravated;  for 
the  papist  only  contends  for  a  mysterious  union  betwixt 
the  outward  rite  and  the  inward  grace,  to  which  the 
regenerating  influence  is  immediately  ascribed,  and  from 
which  it  is  considered  as  inseparable ;  whereas,  on  the 
present  hypothesis,  regeneration  and  faith  are  supposed 
to  exist  in  the  absence  of  the  ceremony,  but  to  be  deprived 
of  their  prerogatives.  The  system  of  the  papist  exalts 
the  ritual  part  of  religion  to  an  unwarrantable  height, 
without  depreciating  the  spiritual  and  internal ;  the  sys 
tem  of  my  opponent  does  both. 

Thus  I  have  endeavoured  to  examine,  with  the  utmost 

*  Baptism  a  Term  oi  Communion,  p.  30. 
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care  and  impartiality,  whatever  our  author  has  advanced, 
in  order  to  prove  the  necessary  connexion  betwixt  the  two 
positive  ordinances  under  consideration.  My  apology 
for  extending  the  discussion  to  a  length,  tedious,  it  is 
feared,  to  the  reader,  is,  that  this  is  the  point  on  which 
the  whole  controversy  hinges.  As  far  as  its  real  merits 
are  concerned,  I  might  therefore  be  excused  from  pursu 
ing  the  subject  farther.  If  the  arguments  of  Mr.  King- 
horn,  on  this  head,  are  satisfactorily  refuted,  and  the 
contradictions  and  absurdities  into  which  he  has  fallen, 
laid  open  to  the  reader,  he  is  already  sufficiently  an 
swered.  That  he  has  taken  different  ground  from  his 
venerable  predecessor,  will  not  be  disputed.  He  has 
argued  from  premises,  and  adopted  principles,  to  which 
that  excellent  person  made  no  approach.  Mr.  Booth, 
whatever  was  his  success,  remained  on  terra  firma  :  our 
author  has  attempted  a  flight  beyond  "  the  diurnal  orb," 
but  approaching  too  near  the  sun,  his  pinions  are  melted, 
and  his  fall  will  be  conspicuous,  in  exact  proportion  to 
the  elevation  to  which  he  has  aspired.  He  was  deter 
mined  to  give  the  controversy  a  new  and  imposing  aspect ; 
and,  conscious  that  the  practice  which  he  undertook 
to  defend  had  been  hitherto  rested  on  no  very  distinct 
basis,  he  determined  to  dig  deep  for  a  foundation,  and 
in  so  doing,  has  disturbed  the  most  received  opinions, 
and  endangered  the  most  momentous  truths.  Were  I 
permitted  to  prognosticate  his  fate,  I  should  say  that 
his  paradoxical  mode  of  defence,  whatever  applause  it 
may  meet  with  at  present,  will,  in  the  end,  be  of  in 
finite  injury  to  the  cause ;  and  his  treatise,  like  the 
little  book  in  the  Apocalypse,  be  "  sweet  in  the  mouth, 
and  bitter  in  the  belly." 

But  though  what  has  already  been  advanced,  may 
be  considered  as  comprehending  all  that  is  essential  in 
the  controversy;  as  he  has  thought  fit  to  introduce 
other  topics,  the  reader  is  requested  to  exercise  his 
patience,  while  we  reply  to  his  most  important  obser 
vations  on  each  of  these ;  after  which  we  shall  endea 
vour  to  show  the  futility  of  the  answer  he  has  attempted 
to  the  principal  arguments  adduced  in  favour  of  our 
practice. 


PART   II. 


THE   COLLATERAL   TOPICS   INTRODUCED    BY   MR.    KINGHORN 
CONSIDERED. 


CHAP.  IV. 

The  Charge  of  dispensing  with  a  Christian  Ordinance 

considered. 

AMONG  the  various  objections  to  the  system  we  wish 
to  see  universally  adopted  in  our  churches,  there  is  none 
more  frequently  insisted  upon  than  that  of  its  implying 
a  right  to  dispense  with  a  command  of  Christ.*  Though 
the  Treatise  on  the  Terms  of  Communion  contains  a 
clear  answer  to  this  accusation,  yet,  as  it  is  again  brought 
forward  by  our  author,  with  unabated  confidence,  a  fuller 
reply  may  be  deemed  requisite. 

This  writer  supposes  that  the  expression  "  dispensing 
power,"  so  often  used  in  this  controversy,  was  first  sug 
gested  by  the  conduct  of  Charles  the  Second,  in  granting 
indulgence  to  the  dissenters  beyond  the  allowance  of  law, 
a  measure  which  was  afterwards  adopted,  for  similar 
purposes,  by  James,  his  successor.  It  is  surprising  a 
person  of  Mr.  Kinghorn's  acknowledged  learning  should 
fall  into  such  an  error ;  that  he  should  not  know  that 
the  doctrine  of  dispensation  was  familiar  to  preceding 
ages,  and  was  the  subject  of  much  subtle  disquisition, 
and  of  many  refined  distinctions  among  legal  writers. 
It  is  impossible  but  that  he  must  have  read,  in  ecclesias- 

*  u  Here  the  following  question  deserves  our  serious  regard,  first, 
Have  we  any  right  to  dispense  with  a  clear  command  of  Christ?"— 
Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  90. 
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tical  history,  of  the  power  of  dispensation  assumed  by 
the  pope,  which  formed  a  principal  branch  of  the  papal 
revenue,  and  the  exertion  of  which  was  regulated  by  the 
dictates  of  the  most  artful  policy.  He  cannot,  surely, 
have  forgotten  that  the  refusal  to  exercise  this  preroga 
tive,  when  it  was  demanded  in  order  to  gratify  the  capri 
cious  passions  of  Henry  the  Eighth,  was  the  immediate 
occasion  of  the  reformation  in  England. 

The  power  of  dispensation  is  the  power  of  setting 
aside  the  law  in  a  particular  instance.  It  may  be  exerted 
by  the  legislature,  or  by  the  executive  branch  of  govern 
ment,  under  certain  regulations,  and  to  a  certain  extent, 
previously  settled  and  provided  for  by  the  original  con 
stitution  of  the  state.  As  the  operation  of  law  is  gene 
ral,  and  the  actions  to  which  it  applies  are  susceptible  of 
endless  modifications  and  varieties,  some  such  power 
may  be  occasionally  requisite  to  adapt  it  more  perfectly 
to  unexpected  emergencies,  and,  by  a  deviation  from  the 
letter,  to  secure  its  spirit  and  design.  There  is  one  cir 
cumstance,  however,  which  is  invariably  attached  to  the 
exercise  of  this  prerogative,  which  shows  the  impropriety 
of  making  it  the  ground  of  accusation  in  the  present 
controversy.  It  always  implies  a  known  and  conscious 
departure  from  the  law.  He  who  claims  a  dispensing 
power,  asserts  his  right  to  deviate  from  the  letter  of  legal 
enactments;  but  whoever  merely  misinterprets  their 
meaning,  and,  on  that  account,  applies  them  to  a  case 
which  they  were  not  designed  to  comprehend,  or  neg 
lects  to  carry  them  into  execution  within  their  proper 
sphere,  (as  his  conduct  is  consistent  with  the  utmost 
reverence  for  the  law,)  is  at  a  great  remove  from  exert 
ing  a  dispensing  power.  He  betrays  his  ignorance,  but 
usurps  nothing. 

When  the  pope  granted  a  dispensation,  enabling  cer 
tain  persons  to  marry  within  the  prohibited  degrees,  he 
sanctioned  an  acknowledged  violation  of  the  ecclesiastical 
canons  ;  just  as  Charles  the  First  and  James  the  Second, 
in  their  respective  proclamations  of  indulgence  to  tender 
consciences,  proceeded  in  direct  opposition  to  existing 
statutes.  But  we  are  conscious  of  no  such  procedure  ; 
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if  we  err,  we  err  from  ignorance.  We  contend  that  the 
law  is  in  our  favour,  and  challenge  our  opponents  to 
prove  the  contrary ;  we  ask  what  prohibition  we  violate 
by  the  practice  of  admitting  good  men  to  communion, 
though  they  are  not  supposed  to  be  baptized  ?  This  wri 
ter  acknowledges  there  is  none,  but  attempts  to  supply 
the  defect  by  general  reasoning,  which  appears  to  us  in 
conclusive.  Such  is  precisely  the  state  of  the  dispute  ; 
not  whether  we  have  a  right  to  depart  from  the  law,  but 
whether  there  be  any  law  to  which  our  practice  is  op 
posed.  We  acknowledge  the  immersion  of  believers  in 
the  name  of  Christ  is  a  duty  of  perpetual  obligation ; 
we  are  convinced  of  the  same  respecting  the  commemo 
ration  of  our  Saviour's  passion.  Both  these  duties  we 
accordingly  urge  on  the  followers  of  Christ,  by  such  ar 
guments  as  the  Scriptures  supply ;  but,  when  we  are  not 
so  happy  as  to  produce  conviction,  we  admit  them,  with 
out  scruple,  to  the  fellowship  of  the  church  ;  not  because 
we  conceive  ourselves  to  possess  a  dispensing  power,  a 
pretension  most  foreign  from  our  thoughts,  but  because 
we  sincerely  believe  them  entitled  to  it,  by  the  tenour  of 
the  Christian  covenant,  and  that  we  should  be  guilty  of 
highly  offending  Christ  by  their  refusal.  The  law  which 
we  are  supposed  to  violate  in  this  instance,  we  affirm  is 
a  mere  human  invention,  a  mere  fiction  of  the  brain, 
entirely  unsupported  by  the  word  of  God,  which  dis 
tinctly  lays  down  two  positive  institutes,  baptism  and 
the  Lord's  supper,  but  suggests  nothing  from  which  we 
can  conclude  that  they  rest  upon  each  other,  rather  than 
that  the  obligation  of  both  is  founded  on  the  express  in 
junction  of  the  legislator.  It  is  our  opponents,  we  assert, 
who,  in  the  total  silence  of  scripture,  have  presumed  to 
promulgate  a  law,  to  which  they  claim  the  submission 
due  only  to  the  voice  of  God.  Hence  the  charge  of 
usurping  a  dispensing  power  is  most  preposterous,  since 
it  is  incapable  of  being  sustained  for  a  moment,  until  it 
is  demonstrated  that  the  law  is  in  their  favour;  and 
when  this  is  accomplished,  we  pledge  ourselves  to  relin 
quish  our  practice  immediately ;  but,  till  it  is,  to  assume 
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it  as  a  medium  of  proof,  is  a  palpable  petitio  principii^  it 
is  begging  the  question  in  debate. 

We  repeat  again,  what  was  observed  in  the  former 
treatise,  that  this  charge  owes  its  plausibility  entirely  to 
the  equivocal  use  of  terms.  As  we  do  not  insist  upon 
baptism  as  a  term  of  communion,  we  may  be  said,  quoad 
hoc,  or  so  far,  to  dispense  with  it ;  just  as  our  opponents 
may  be  said  to  dispense  with  that  particular  opinion,  the 
doctrine  of  election,  for  example,  which,  while  they  firmly 
adhere  to  it  themselves,  they  refrain  from  attempting  to 
force  on  the  consciences  of  others  ;  on  which  occasion,  a 
rigid  calvinist  might,  with  the  same  propriety,  exclaim 
that  they  are  guilty  of  dispensing  with  the  truth  of  God. 

So  remote  is  our  practice  from  implying  the  claim  of 
superiority  to  law,  that  it  is,  in  our  view,  the  necessary 
result  of  obedience  to  that  comprehensive  precept — 
"  Receive  ye  one  another,  even  as  Christ  has  received 
you  to  the  glory  of  the  Father."  If  the  practice  of  tole 
ration  is  admitted  at  all,  it  must  have  for  its  object  some 
supposed  deviation  from  truth,  or  failure  of  duty ;  and, 
as  there  is  no  transgression  where  there  is  no  law,  and 
every  such  deviation  must  be  opposed  to  a  rule  of  action, 
if  the  forbearance  exercised  towards  it  is  assuming  a 
dispensing  power,  the  accusation  equally  lies  against  all 
parties,  except  such  as  insist  upon  an  absolute  unifor 
mity.  In  every  instance,  he  who  declines  insisting  on 
an  absolute  rectitude  of  opinion  or  practice,  as  the  term 
of  union,  is  liable  to  the  same  charge  as  is  adduced 
against  the  indulgence  for  which  we  are  pleading.  If 
the  precise  view  which  each  individual  entertains  of  the 
rule  of  faith  and  practice,  is  to  be  enforced  on  every 
member  as  the  condition  of  fellowship,  the  duty  of  "  for 
bearing  with  each  other"  is  annihilated :  but,  if  some 
thing  short  of  this  is  insisted  on,  what  is  wanting  to 
come  up  to  the  perfection  of  the  rule,  is,  in  the  sense  of 
our  opponents,  dispensed  with.  Behold,  then  the  dis 
pensing  power  rises  in  all  its  terrors  ;  nor  will  it  be  pos 
sible  to  form  a  conception  of  an  act  of  toleration  where 
it  is  not  included.  Such  is  the  inevitable  consequence, 
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if  the  charge  is  attached  simply  to  our  not  insisting 
upon  what  we  esteem  a  revealed  duty;  but,  if  it  is 
sustained  on  the  ground  of  the  necessary  dependence 
of  one  Christian  rite  upon  another,  it  is  plainly  pre 
posterous,  since  this  is  the  very  position  we  deny;  it 
forms  the  very  gist  of  the  dispute,  the  proof  which  will 
at  once  consign  it  to  oblivion.  The  objection,  in  this 
form,  is  nothing  more  than  an  enunciation,  in  other 
terms,  of  our  actual  practice. 

In  every  controversy,  the  medium  by  which  a  dis 
puted  point  is  attempted  to  be  disproved,  should  con 
tain  something  distinct  from  the  position  itself,  or  no 
progress  is  made.  There  may  be  a  show  of  reasoning, 
but  nothing  more.  It  is  also  necessary,  that  the  me 
dium  of  proof,  or  confutation,  should  contain  some  pro 
position,  about  which  both  parties  are  agreed.  But 
what  is  the  case  here  ?  Our  opponents  object  that  we 
exercise  a  dispensing  power.  How  does  this  appear? 
Because,  while  we  acknowledge  baptism  to  be  a  duty,  we 
do  not  invariably  demand  it  as  a  preliminary  to  church 
fellowship.  Now  let  me  ask,  is  this  statement  any 
thing  more  than  a  mere  definition,  or  description,  of 
the  practice  which  is  the  subject  of  debate ;  so  that 
if  an  inquiry  were  made,  what  we  mean  by  open  com 
munion,  in  what  other  terms  could  the  answer  be 
couched  ?  The  intelligent  reader  will  instantly  perceive, 
that  the  medium  of  confutation  involves  neither  more 
nor  less  than  the  proposition  to  be  refuted.  Perhaps 
they  will  reply,  No  ;  you  are  guilty  of  dispensing  with 
the  law,  not  merely  because  baptism  is  a  duty,  but  be 
cause  the  Head  of  the  church  has  made  it  an  indispens 
able  prerequisite  to  Christian  fellowship.  Here  the 
medium  is  indeed  sufficiently  distinct  from  the  propo 
sition  which  it  is  intended  to  confute,  but  it  is  so  far 
from  being  agreed  upon  between  the  parties,  that  it 
forms  the  very  subject  of  debate.  In  other  words,  they 
take  for  granted  the  very  position  on  which  the  contro 
versy  turns,  and  then  convert  their  arbitrary  assumption 
into  an  argument.  Thus,  in  whatever  light  it  is  viewed, 
the  odious  imputation  with  which,  they  attempt  to  load 
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us,  falls  to  the  ground;  and  merely  shows  with  what 
facility  they  can  dispense  with  the  rules  of  logic. 

Near  akin  to  this,  is  the  charge  of  "  sanctioning"  a 
corruption  of  a  Christian  ordinance.  But  how  the  mere 
act  of  communion  with  a  Christian  brother,  whose  prac 
tice  we  judge  to  be  erroneous  in  a  certain  particular,  can 
he  justly  considered  as  conferring  a  sanction  on  his  error, 
is  not  a  little  mysterious.  If  this  is  a  fair  construction, 
it  must  proceed  upon  the  general  principle,  that  commu 
nion  sanctions  all  the  imperfections,  speculative  and 
practical,  of  the  members  whom  it  includes ;  and  thus 
our  opponents  must  be  understood  to  approve  all  the 
perverse  tempers,  and  erroneous  views,  of  the  individuals 
whom  they  receive  into  fellowship.  Will  they  abide  by 
this  consequence  ?  But  how  is  it  possible  to  escape  it,  if 
to  tolerate  and  to  sanction,  to  forbear  and  to  approve, 
are  the  same  thing  ?  Will  they  assert  that  St.  Paul  was 
prepared  to  exclude  the  members  of  the  church  at  Co 
rinth,  against  whose  irregularities  he  so  warmly  pro 
tested  ;  or  affirm  that,  by  declining  such  a  step,  he  sanc 
tioned  the  schisms  and  tumults,  the  backbitings,  whisper 
ings,  and  swellings,  which  he  reproved  with  so  much 
severity.  The  idea  is  too  ridiculous  to  be  entertained 
for  a  moment ;  but  not  more  so  than  the  present  allega 
tion. 

Were  an  impartial  spectator  to  witness  the  celebration 
of  the  sacrament,  by  persons  of  different  denominations, 
what  would  he  infer  ?  That  they  considered  each  other 
as  beings  "  without  fault  before  God,"  with  nothing  in 
their  sentiments  liable  to  correction,  or  in  their  charac 
ters  susceptible  of  improvement  ?  No  :  the  only  conclu 
sion  which  he  could  consistently  draw  would  be,  that 
they  looked  upon  each  other  as  pardoned  sinners,  washed 
in  the  same  fountain,  sanctified,  though  imperfectly,  by 
the  same  Spirit,  and  fellow-travellers  to  the  same  celes 
tial  city. 

We  must  either  seek  a  church  such  as  is  not  to  be 
found  upon  earth,  or  be  content  to  associate  with  men 
compassed  with  infirmities ;  prepared  to  exercise  towards 
others  the  forbearance  and  indulgence  which  wre  need, 
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and  to  exhibit  on  every  occasion  the  humility  becoming 
those  who  are  conscious  that  in  "  many  things  we  all 
offend." 

Besides,  as  our  author  acknowledges  that  baptism  is 
not  to  be  "  compared  in  importance  with  the  least  of 
Christ's  moral  precepts,"  against  which  men  of  unques 
tionable  piety  are  perpetually  offending,  to  a  greater  or 
less  extent ;  where  is  the  consistency  of  being  more  soli 
citous  to  avoid  the  appearance  of  sanctioning  ceremonial, 
than  moral  disobedience  ? 

The  following  sentiment,  marked  in  italics,  and  deli 
vered  with  the  solemnity  of  an  oracle,  is  characterized 
by  the  same  spirit  of  extravagance.  "  The  supposition 
itself,"  our  author  says,  "  that  toleration  and  forbearance 
will  justify  ,us  in  allowing  an  omission  of  any  law  of 
Christ  in  his  church,  operates  as  a  repeal  of  that  law, 
and  would  generally  be  deemed  unreasonable."*  As  all 
duty  bears  respect  to  a  law,  it  is  impossible  to  conceive 
of  its  omission,  without  supposing  an  equal  omission  of 
the  law. 

He  illustrates  his  assertion  by  referring  to  the  legal 
qualification,  in  landed  property,  required  in  a  candidate 
for  a  seat  in  parliament ;  where  it  is  evident  that,  to  ren 
der  the  cases  parallel,  it  must  be  assumed,  that  baptism 
is,  by  the  appointment  of  the  Head  of  the  Church,  the 
necessary  qualification  for  the  rights  of  fellowship,  which 
is  the  very  point  in  debate ;  so  that  we  have  here  an 
other  instance  of  that  habit  of  begging  the  question  with 
which  he  is  so  familiar.  On  what  occasion  has  he  found 
us  concede  what  is  taken  for  granted  in  this  illustration  ; 
or  who  would  be  so  absurd,  after  such  a  concession,  as  to 
pursue  the  argument  any  further  ? 

The  proposition  itself  is  as  untenable,  as  its  illustration 
is  irrelevant.  If  every  rule  of  action  is  repealed,  the 
moment  its  omission,  whether  partial  or  total,  whether 
occasional  or  habitual,  whether  intentional  or  uninten 
tional,  is  the  object  of  forbearance,  a  repeal  is  the  neces 
sary  concomitant  of  every  conceivable  instance  of  tolera- 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,   p.  53. 
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tion.  For  say,  on  supposition  the  will  of  Christ  were 
perfectly  complied  with,  in  doctrine  and  in  practice, 
what  possible  room  would  there  be  for  mutual  forbear 
ance  ?  What,  to  speak  of  forbearance,  when  all  is 
right !  Is  perfection  then  the  object  of  toleration  ?  But 
just  in  proportion  as  imperfection  exists,  some  law,  some 
rule  of  conduct,  must  be  neglected ;  "  for  where  there  is 
no  law,  there  is  no  transgression."  Will  it  be  affirmed, 
that  when  St.  Paul  censured,  with  so  much  severity,  the 
swellings,  the  tumults,  the  whisperings,  and  the  back- 
bitings,  which  prevailed  in  the  church  of  Corinth,  whose 
members  were  ready  to  devour  each  other;  when  he 
found  it  necessary  to  remind  them,  that  the  unjust  should 
not  inherit  the  kingdom  of  God,  did  he  after  all  perceive 
in  them  no  omission  of  a  law  of  Christ  ?  This  surely 
none  will  affirm :  and,  as  he  still  continued  to  exercise 
forbearance,  without  the  slightest  intimation  of  an  inten 
tion  to  exclude  them,  he  was  guilty,  on  Mr.  Kinghorn's 
principles,  of  repealing  the  commands  of  God.  As  the 
evils  tolerated  were  of  a  moral  nature,  and  he  tells  us, 
that  he  is  far  from  "  equalizing  baptism  with  the  least  of 
Christ's  moral  precepts ;"  if,  in  spite  of  his  own  conces 
sion,  he  now  assigns  it  a  superiority,  what  is  this  but  a 
palpable  contradiction  ?  But  to  say  that  a  mistake  re 
specting  the  nature  of  a  Christian  ordinance,  is  not  to  be 
borne  with  in  religious  society,  while  evils  of  a  moral 
kind  are,  and  must  be  tolerated,  is  to  mark  its  preemi 
nence,  in  a  manner  the  most  unequivocal. 

The  mistakes  into  which  he  has  fallen  in  this  short 
passage,  are  so  gross  and  so  many,  that  they  deserve  a 
distinct  enumeration.  First,  By  affirming  that  to  en 
dure,  under  any  circumstances,  the  omission  of  a  rule  of 
action,  is  to  repeal  it,  he  has  reduced  the  very  conception 
of  toleration  to  an  impossibility.  Secondly,  As  there  can 
be  no  moral  imperfection,  but  what  involves,  at  least,  an 
occasional  omission  of  a  moral  precept,  the  least  of 
which,  he  affirms,  is  of  greater  moment  than  baptism ; 
he  must  either  contend  for  the  propriety  of  setting  aside 
forbearance  altogether,  or  must  be  understood  to  select 
for  its  object  the  greater,  in  preference  to  the  least,  of 
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two  evils.  Thirdly,  In  assuming  it  for  granted,  that 
there  is  a  law  in  existence,  which  universally  prohibits 
the  unbaptized  from  communion,  he  assumes  the  whole 
question  in  debate ;  and  if  no  such  rule  is  admitted, 
how  is  it  possible  we  should  be  guilty  of  repealing  it  ? 
Fourthly,  In  stigmatizing  the  practice  of  not  invariably 
insisting  on  a  compliance  with  primitive  baptism,  in 
order  to  fellowship,  as  a  virtual  repeal  of  the  precept 
which  enjoins  it,  while  we  inculcate  it  as  a  divine  com 
mand,  and  testify  our  disapprobation  of  its  neglect,  is  a 
strange  abuse  of  terms,  founded  on  the  following  princi 
ple  ;  that  whatever  is  not  absolutely  and  invariably  re 
quired  as  a  term  of  communion,  is  virtually  repealed ; 
whence  it  necessarily  follows,  that  the  whole  of  that 
duty  in  which  the  church  of  Corinth  was  defective,  that 
whole  portion  of  the  mind  of  Christ  which  they  failed  to 
exemplify,  was  considered,  by  St.  Paul,  as  no  longer 
binding ;  since,  however  it  might  excite  his  concern,  and 
draw  forth  his  rebuke,  the  want  of  it,  it  is  evident,  did 
not  prevent  his  forbearance.  Will  he  abide  by  this  in 
ference  ?  If  he  declines  it,  let  him  show,  if  he  is  able, 
why  it  is  less  applicable  to  the  conduct  of  St.  Paul,  than 
to  ours  ? 

That  we  do  not  repeal  the  ordinance,  by  which  our 
denomination  is  distinguished,  considered  as  a  duty,  is  a 
fact,  of  which  we  give  ocular  demonstration  as  often  as 
it  is  celebrated.  True,  say  our  opponents,  but  you 
repeal  it,  as  a  necessary  preliminary  to  the  Lord's  supper. 
To  which  the  answer  is  obvious  :  first  prove  that  it  is  so, 
and  then,  should  we  continue  obstinate,  load  us  as  much 
as  you  please  with  the  opprobrium  of  abrogating  a  divine 
command.  But  cease  to  run  round  this  miserable  circle, 
of  first  assuming  the  existence  of  a  law,  confining  com 
munion  within  certain  limits,  then  accusing  us  of  repeal 
ing  it,  and  lastly,  of  finding  us  guilty  of  transgressing 
the  prescribed  bounds,  on  the  ground  of  that  repeal.  He 
who  repeals  a  rule  of  action,  reduces  the  system  of  duty 
to  exactly  the  same  state  as  though  it  had  never  existed. 
Whenever  we  are  convicted  of  doing  this,  whenever  we 
teach  the  nullity  of  baptism,  or  inculcate  a  habit  of  in- 
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difference,  respecting  either  the  mode  or  the  subject  of 
that  ordinance,  we  will  bow  to  the  justice  of  the  charge  ; 
but  till  then,  we  feel  justified  in  treating  it  with  the  ne 
glect  due  to  an  attempt  to  convince  without  logic,  and  to 
criminate  without  guilt. 

The  irpurov  \lsfv8oe,  the  radical  fallacy,  of  the  whole 
proceeding,  consists  in  confounding  an  interpretation  of 
the  law,  however  just,  with  the  law  itself;  in  affirming 
of  the  first,  whatever  is  true  of  the  last ;  and  of  subvert 
ing,  under  that  pretext,  the  right  of  private  judgement. 
The  interpretation  of  a  rule  is,  to  him  who  adopts  it, 
equally  binding  with  the  rule  itself,  because  every  one 
must  act  on  his  own  responsibility  ;  but  he  has  no  au 
thority  whatever  to  bind  it  on  the  conscience  of  his  bro 
ther,  and  to  treat  him  who  receives  it  not,  as  though  he 
were  at  direct  issue  with  the  legislator.  It  is  this  pre 
sumptuous  claim  of  infallibility,  this  assumption  of  the 
prerogative  of  Christ,  this  disposition  to  identify  our 
selves  with  him,  and  to  place  our  conclusions  on  a  foot 
ing  with  his  mandates,  that  is  the  secret  spring  of  all 
that  intolerance  which  has  so  long  bewitched  the  world 
with  her  sorceries,  from  the  elevation  of  papal  Rome, 
where  she  thunders  and  lightens  from  the  Vatican,  down 
to  baptist  societies,  where  "  she  whispers  feebly  from  the 
dust." 

This  writer  has,  with  the  best  intentions,  I  doubt  not, 
dragged  from  its  obscurity  a  principle  whose  thorough 
application  and  developement  would  doom,  not  our 
societies  alone,  but  every  church  in  the  universe,  to  a 
confusion  of  minds  and  of  tongues,  a  state  of  discord 
and  anarchy,  the  healing  of  which,  would  soon  find 
him  other  employ  than  that  of  attempting  to  defend  the 
petty  and  repulsive  peculiarity  to  which  he  has  devoted 
his  labours. 

Before  I  close  this  chapter,  it  is  proper  to  observe,  in 
order  to  obviate  misconception,  that  nothing  is  more 
remote  from  my  intention  than  to  plead  for  a  wilful 
omission  of  any  part  of  the  will  of  Christ.  His  honour, 
I  trust,  is  as  dear,  His  prerogative  as  sacred,  in  the  eyes 
of  the  advocates  of  Christian,  as  it  is  in  those  of  sectarian 
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communion.  Let  each,  in  the  regulation  of  his  own 
conduct,  pay  the  most  scrupulous  attention  to  His  orders  ; 
and  wherever  he  distinctly  perceives  that  a  professor  of 
religion  indulges  himself  in  a  known  and  habitual  viola 
tion  of  them,  let  him,  after  seasonable  and  repeated  ad 
monition,  "withdraw  from  the  brother  that  walketh 
disorderly."  But  let  him  not  presume  to  control  the 
sentiments  and  conduct  of  others  by  his  standard,  and 
treat  as  an  enemy  or  an  alien,  that  humble  follower  of 
Christ,  who  is  as  sincerely  devoted  to  his  will  as  himself; 
and  who,  however  he  may  mistake  it  in  some  particulars, 
would  shudder  at  the  thought  of  setting  voluntary  bounds 
to  obedience.  If,  to  tolerate  such,  must  subject  us  to 
the  reproach  of  repealing  the  law  of  Christ,  let  us  re 
member  that  we  are  not  the  first  who  have  been  con 
demned  for  undervaluing  the  ritual  part  of  religion,  and 
for  preferring  mercy  to  sacrifice.  As  "  we  must  all  ap 
pear  before  the  judgement-seat  of  Christ,"  we  await, 
with  much  composure  and  confidence,  his  decision ; 
without  indulging  the  smallest  apprehension  that  we 
shall  meet  with  less  compassion  for  having  shown  it,  or 
that  we  shall  incur  his  displeasure  for  refusing  to  "  beat 
our  fellow-servants." 


CHAP.  Y. 

An  Inquiry  how  far  the  Practice  of  mixed  Communion 
affects  the  Grounds  of  Dissent  from  the  Church  of 
England,  and  from  the  Church  of  Rome. 

MR.  KINGHORN  expresses  his  surprise  that  the  cham 
pions  of  the  hierarchy  have  neglected  in  their  contro 
versy  with  dissenters,  to  avail  themselves  of  the  practice  of 
mixed  communion.  For  my  part,  I  am  only  surprised 
at  his  surprise.  For,  supposing  (what  is  most  contrary 
to  fact)  that  it  had  furnished  them  with  some  advantage 
against  a  part  of  the  baptists,  what  mighty  triumph 
would  it  be  to  have  proved,  that  a  branch  only  of  a  de- 
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nomination,  by  no  means  considerable  in  their  eyes,  had 
been  betrayed  into  an  inconsistency  ?  The  abettors  of 
a  splendid  hierarchy  were  little  likely  to  descend  to  a 
petty  altercation  with  the  members  of  one  division  of 
dissent,  respecting  a  point  which  could  merely  supply  an 
argumentum  ad  hominem,  and  about  which  their  oppo 
nents  are  far  from  being  agreed. 

To  us,  however,  it  is  of  importance  to  consider  whe 
ther  the  doctrine  we  have  attempted  to  establish,  is 
justly  chargeable  with  infringing  on  the  legitimate  prin 
ciples  of  dissent.  With  this  view,  we  shall  briefly 
examine  the  substance  of  our  author's  arguments  on 
this  subject. 

We  are  accused  of  inconsistency  in  arraigning  the 
church  of  England  "  for  introducing  rites  and  ceremo 
nies  which  have  indeed  no  scriptural  authority,  but 
which  are  pleaded  for,  merely  as  decent  and  venerable 
customs ;  while  we  ourselves  tolerate  in  the  church,  the 
neglect  of  an  institution  which  we  are  convinced  was 
universally  obeyed  in  the  apostolic  times,  and  which  was 
appointed  by  the  highest  authority."*  To  this  we  reply, 
that  the  cases  are  not  parallel ;  they  differ  in  the  most 
essential  particulars. 

It  is  one  thing  to  tolerate,  and  another  to  practise. 
The  law  of  God  invariably  and  absolutely  forbids  the 
latter ;  that  is,  it  uniformly  prohibits  the  performance  of 
a  single  action  which  we  esteem  contrary  to  his  will,  but 
to  say  it  in  all  cases  forbids  the  former,  is  to  insist  on  an 
absolute  agreement  respecting  every  branch  of  practice. 
The  objection  is  brought  against  us  who  neither  practise 
nor  sanction  infant  baptism,  that  we  are  chargeable  with 
the  same  criminality  which  is  supposed  to  attach  to  the 
introducers  of  human  rites  and  ceremonies  in  religion, 
ceremonies  which  they  unquestionably  both  practise  and 
approve.  The  argument  of  the  writer  reduced  to  the 
form  of  a  syllogism  is  as  follows  : — 

To  practise  human  rites  and  ceremonies  in  the  wor 
ship  of  God  is  sinful ; 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  123. 
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But  the  advocates  of  mixed  communion  suffer  to  re 
main  in  the  church,  persons  who  practise  a  certain  cere 
mony  of  human  invention ; 

Therefore  their  conduct  is  sinful. 

Who  does  not  perceive  that  the  second  proposition  has 
no  necessary  connexion  with  the  first,  and  that  the  argu 
ment  is  consequently  invalid  ?  In  order  to  establish  his 
conclusion,  it  behoved  the  author  to  prove  that  we  prac 
tise  and  approve  infant  baptism,  which  he  knows  to  be 
impossible.  If  paadobaptists  required  our  concurrence  in 
what  we  esteem  an  erroneous  practice,  nay,  if  they  re 
fused  us  the  liberty  of  protesting  against  it,  there  would 
be  an  analogy  betwixt  the  two  cases  ;  and  as  it  is,  there 
is  none. 

We  are  bound  by  an  express  law  to  tolerate  in  the 
church  those  whom  Christ  has  received ;  and  he  has,  by 
the  acknowledgement  even  of  our  opponents,  received 
the  pa3dobaptists.  The  first  of  these  positions  we  feel 
ourselves  justified  in  affirming  till  it  be  disproved ;  which 
this  writer  is  so  far  from  having  done,  that  no  attempt, 
we  shall  plainly  make  appear,  was  ever  more  unsuccess 
ful.  But  whether  it  be  true,  or  not,  that  we  are  com 
manded  to  act  thus,  such  is  our  opinion ;  and  with  this 
persuasion,  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  act  in  a  different 
manner.  But  will  such  as  prescribe  human  rites  and 
ceremonies,  pretend  to  act  under  a  similar  conviction,  a 
conviction  that  they  are  bound  by  the  law  of  Christ,  to 
use  the  cross  in  baptism,  to  bow  to  the  east,  to  kneel  at 
the  sacrament,  and  to  exact  as  a  term  of  communion,  a 
compliance  with  these  and  other  ceremonies,  judged  by 
themselves  indifferent,  and  by  us  sinful?  The  most 
zealous  champions  of  the  hierarchy  make  no  such  pre 
tension,  and  we  may  therefore  very  consistently  censure 
them  for  enforcing,  under  such  a  penalty,  the  observa 
tion  of  rites  for  which  no  divine  precept  is  urged,  while 
we  tolerate  peedobaptists  in  obedience  to  a  divine  injunc 
tion  ;  unless  it  be  the  same  thing  to  practise  in  the  wor 
ship  of  God,  what  it  is  allowed  he  has  not  commanded, 
and  to  comply  with  an  express  prescription.  If  the 
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members  of  the  establishment  inquire,  On  what  ground 
do  you  receive  a  paedobaptist  ?  we  reply,  Because  we  are 
expressly  commanded  to  receive  him.  But  if  we  inquire 
in  our  turn,  Why  do  you  kneel  at  the  sacrament,  and 
exact  that  posture  of  all  your  communicants,  is  it 
affirmed  that  they  will  reply  in  the  same  manner  ?  It  is 
not  true,  then,  that  mixed  communion  stands  upon  the 
same  ground  with  the  rites  and  ceremonies  of  the  church 
of  England ;  consequently,  whatever  be  its  merits  or 
demerits  in  other  respects,  it  may  be  maintained,  in  per 
fect  consistence  with  the  principle  of  dissent 

To  the  objection  that  it  was  as  much  unknown  in  the 
apostolic  age  as  the  ceremonies  in  question,  we  have 
already  replied,  that  at  that  period  it  was  impossible 
there  should  be  any  controversy  on  the  subject  of  bap 
tism,  which  was  so  recently  instituted  and  so  fully  ex 
emplified  in  the  conduct  of  the  apostles ;  but  that  now, 
when  a  question  has  arisen,  what  is  baptism,  a  new  case 
occurs,  in  the  determination  of  which  we  must  be  guided 
by  the  precepts  respecting  mutual  forbearance.  To  this 
the  author  replies  in  behalf  of  the  churchman,  "  Very 
well ;  and  when  the  emperors  and  kings  of  former  days 
were  converted  to  the  Christian  faith,  and  were  desirous 
of  sanctioning  the  gospel  by  their  character,  their  pro 
perty,  and  their  influence,  another  new  case  occurred,  of 
which  apostolic  times  knew  nothing.  When  nations 
became  generally  Christian,  other  new  cases  arose  out  of 
the  new  events  of  the  time."*  To  this  I  answer,  It  is 
very  possible,  undoubtedly,  for  a  churchman  to  utter  the 
same  words,  and  say  a  new  case  has  arisen ;  but  unless 
lie  can  say  it  with  the  same  truth,  it  will  be  nothing  to 
the  purpose.  There  is  no  reason  why  we  should  not 
assert  what  is  true,  merely  because  a  false  assertion  re 
specting  another  subject  may  be  couched  in  the  same 
words.  Is  it  true,  or  is  it  not,  that  a  refusal  to  comply 
with  a  precept,  knowing  it  to  be  a  command  of  Christ, 
is  a  very  different  thing  from  a  mere  misconception  of 
the  nature  and  import  of  that  command :  if  it  be,  will  it 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  124 
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be  asserted  that  such  as  had  refused  to  make  a  profession 
of  his  religion,  in  the  way  which  they  were  conscious  he 
had  appointed,  would  have  been  just  as  excusable  as  the 
most  candid  and  impartial  of  modern  pagdobaptists  ? 
Unless  he  will  assert  this,  the  author  must  acknowledge 
that  here  is  a  new  case,  and  that  the  question  how  we 
should  treat  the  wilful  contemner  of  legitimate  authority, 
and  the  erroneous  interpreter  of  scripture,  involves  sepa 
rate  inquiries.  From  a  multitude  of  passages  it  is  mani 
fest,  that  he  himself  forms  a  very  different  opinion  of  the 
present  paadobaptists,  from  what  he  would  entertain  of 
such  as  knoAvingly  and  deliberately  resisted  a  positive 
command.  He  professes  to  give  them  entire  credit  for 
their  sincerity,  and  to  entertain  a  firm  persuasion  of  their 
ready  admission  into  the  kingdom  of  heaven ;  which 
would  be  absurd  on  the  latter  supposition.  In  maintain 
ing  a  different  conduct  towards  two  descriptions  of  per 
sons,  between  which  there  is  acknowledged  to  be  a  total 
diversity  of  character,  we  are  perfectly  consistent ;  unless 
it  be  asserted  that  judgement  ought  to  have  no  influ 
ence  on  conduct,  nor  action  be  controlled  by  principle. 

Let  the  impartial  reader  judge  for  himself  whether  it 
is  possible,  by  any  fair  mode  of  argument,  to  infer  from 
these  premises  the  lawfulness  of  making  the  conversion 
of  kings  to  Christianity  a  pretext  for  placing  them  at  the 
head  of  the  church,  or  of  acknowledging  their  right  to 
model  the  worship  of  God  at  their  pleasure.  Yet  this 
is  asserted,  and  these  portentous  consequences  are  said 
necessarily  to  flow  from  our  principles.  It  is  a  matter  of 
some  curiosity,  what  kind  of  syllogism  will  fairly  con 
nect  the  two  following  propositions.  It  is  lawful  to 
admit  a  pious  pasdobaptist  to  communion,  because  we 
are  commanded  to  receive  such  as  Christ  has  received. 
Therefore  it  is  lawful  to  acknowledge  a  pious  prince  as 
head  of  the  church,  and  to  allow  him  to  model  its  wor 
ship  as  he  pleases.  We  quoted  a  scriptural  precept  for 
the  former ;  will  Mr.  Kinghorn  favour  us  with  something 
equivalent  for  the  latter;  or  will  he  remind  us  of  the 
passages  which  assert  Christ  to  be  the  "  Head  over  all 
things  to  the  church,"  or  those  which  command  us  to 
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"  call  no  man  master  upon  earth  ?"  His  reasoning  in 
this,  as  in  the  former  instance,  is  clogged  with  a  twofold 
absurdity:  first,  he  confounds  toleration  with  concur 
rence  ;  for  they  who  contend  for  the  right  of  a  king  to 
be  head,  I  presume  acknowledge  him  as  such  :  secondly, 
because  we  may  innocently  do  what  is  commanded,  or 
rather  are  not  permitted  to  do  the  contrary,  he,  with 
great  simplicity,  infers,  we  may  lawfully  venture  on 
what  is  forbidden. 

The  same  reasoning  applies  to  the  introduction  of 
ceremonies,  and  completely  invalidates  his  conclusion, 
that  because  we  tolerate  infant  baptism,  which  we  con 
sider  as  a  human  invention,  we  cannot  consistently  de 
part  from  the  established  church  on  account  of  the 
introduction  of  rites  which  we  deem  superstitious.  He 
represents  a  churchman  as  addressing  us  in  the  following 
manner.  "  Is  not  forbearance  to  be  granted  to  us  also 
in  what  we  deem  right  and  expedient  ?  Suppose  that 
we  are  weak  brethren,  as  weak  as  you  choose  to  repre 
sent  us ;  why  should  you  not,  even  in  pity  to  our  weak 
ness,  tolerate  us  in  adding  a  few  things  to  the  original 
institutions  of  the  Lord,  rather  than  leave  us,  and  by 
schism  rend  the  seamless  garment  of  Christ?"*  In 
reply  to  this,  let  me  ask,  Is  the  toleration  of  objectionable 
ceremonies  sufficient  to  constitute  a  churchman  ?  or  are 
we  invited  to  be  mere  spectators  of  these  observances, 
without  joining  in  them?  But  do  the  paedobaptists, 
when  they  propose  to  commune  with  us,  expect  us  to 
join  with  them  in  their  practice  of  infant  baptism  ?  How 
futile  then  is  it  to  conclude,  that  because  we  are  not  to 
do  evil  that  good  may  come,  we  must  on  no  occasion 
bear  with  the  imperfections  we  cannot  remedy. 

Mr.  Kinghorn  largely  insists  on  the  superiority  of  his 
system  to  ours,  on  account  of  its  being  at  a  greater 
remove  from  the  principles  of  the  established  church. 
"  The  strict  baptist,"  he  observes,  "  can  set  the  church 
man  at  defiance,  while  he  tells  him  respectfully,  but 
plainly,  that  his  church  is  wrong  in  its  very  constitution, 

•*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  125. 
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that  it  is  formed  of  materials  different  from  those  used 
by  the  Saviour,  and  that  these  materials  are  united  to 
gether  in  a  way  totally  diverse  from  that  of  his  institu 
tion."* 

Had  he  succeeded  in  showing  that  his  practice  is 
alone  consistent  with  the  principles  of  dissent,  his  argu 
ment  would  have  been  to  the  purpose.  But  to  found  a 
claim  to  preference,  merely  on  a  wider  deviation  from 
the  established  church,  is  to  take  for  granted,  what  is 
palpably  false,  that  the  established  church,  like  the  king 
dom  of  darkness,  is  a  mere  mass  of  corruption  and 
error,  from  which  the  farther  we  recede,  we  necessarily 
approach  nearer  to  rectitude.  That  it  comprehends 
many  abuses,  we  sufficiently  attest  our  conviction  by 
our  dissent ;  but  as  it  contains  a  mixture  of  good  and 
evil,  if  we  suffer  ourselves  to  look  with  a  more  favoura 
ble  eye  upon  a  doctrine,  merely  because  its  admission 
will  remove  us  farther  from  the  establishment,  we  may 
fall,  ere  we  are  aware,  into  the  gulf  of  perdition.  Upon 
this  principle  we  may  embrace  socinianism  ;  for  socinians 
are,  unquestionably,  farther  removed  from  the  church 
than  orthodox  dissenters.  We  may  embrace  popery, 
since  all  sound  catholics  consider  the  church  of  England 
as  being  in  a  damnable  state.  We  always  supposed  it 
was  the  agreement  of  a  doctrine  with  the  scriptures,  not 
its  disagreement  with  any  human  system,  which  formed 
its  true  recommendation ;  and  that  to  consult  our  anti 
pathies  in  the  choice  of  a  religion,  was  equally  unchrist 
ian  and  unsafe. 

Besides,  the  objection  which  he  makes  to  the  constitu 
tion  of  the  established  church,  is  as  consistent  with  our 
principles  as  with  his.  Where  a  society  embraces  a 
whole  nation,  and  recognizes  as  her  members  all  who 
are  born  within  certain  geographical  limits,  many  who 
are  openly  wicked  must  necessarily  be  included;  and 
the  materials  of  which  it  is  composed  essentially  different 
from  those  which  formed  the  primitive  church,  which 
consisted  of  such  as  were  "  called,  and  chosen,  and  faith- 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  127. 
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fill."  Of  such  an  assemblage  it  is  not  too  much  to  say, 
in  the  words  of  this  writer,  "  that  the  whole  body,  taken 
in  the  aggregate,  are  of  a  different  character  from  that 
which  is  in  the  New  Testament  called  a  church  of 
Christ :  "*  and  as  this  reason  for  dissent,  deduced  from 
the  indiscriminate  mixture  of  good  and  bad,  is  not  weak 
ened  or  impaired  by  the  practice  of  open  communion, 
we  are  as  much  entitled  as  he  is  to  all  the  advantage  it 
affords. 

But  when  we  are  accused  of  using  different  materials 
in  the  erection  from  those  which  were  originally  admitted 
into  the  fabric,  because  we  admit  some  who  in  our 
judgement  are  not  baptized,  we  deny  the  charge,  and 
acknowledge  ourselves  at  a  loss  to  conceive  how  "  living 
stones,  built  on  the  only  true  foundation,"  can  essentially 
differ  from  each  other  on  account  of  a  transient  cere 
mony,  unless  it  is  affirmed,  that  sanctifying  grace  is  a 
less  powerful  principle  of  attraction  and  assimilation  than 
an  external  circumstance,  and  that  Simon  Magus  bore 
more  resemblance  to  the  primitive  christians  than  Rich 
ard  Baxter.  We  are  at  an  equal  loss  to  discover  how  a 
ceremony  can  impress  a  character.  That  immersion 
leaves  no  permanent  corporeal  mark,  our  senses  assure 
us :  is  this  character,  then,  impressed  on  the  understand 
ing,  on  the  heart,  or  the  imagination  ?  For  the  idea  of 
a  character  which  modifies  and  changes  nothing,  is  as 
unintelligible  to  me  as  the  doctrine  of  transubstantiation. 

What  the  writer  means  by  appropriating  to  himself 
and  his  brethren  the  exclusive  right  of  setting  a  church 
man  at  defiance,  is  equally  mysterious,  especially  as 
clogged  with  this  condition,  "  as  long  as  he  can  establish 
his  propositions  by  sufficient  proof."  A  wonderful  pre 
rogative  indeed  !  By  setting  him  at  defiance,  he  intends 
that  he  is  secure  of  confuting  Ids  arguments,  which  it 
seems  he  is  able  to  effect  so  long  as  he  can  establish  the 
opposite  propositions  by  sufficient  proof.  What  is  this 
more  than  affirming,  that  he  is  certain  of  being  able  to 
prove  what  he  can  prove  ? — and  as  the  churchman  can 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  127. 
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certainly  do  the  same,  they  may  each  enjoy,  upon  this 
principle,  the  pleasure  of  mutual  defiance  and  mutual 
triumph. 

He  either  insults  the  understanding  of  his  readers  by 
the  enunciation  of  a  truism,  or  he  means  to  assert  that 
the  practice  he  has  undertaken  to  defend  is  so  identified 
with  the  principles  of  dissent,  that  it  is  incapable  of 
"being  maintained  without  it.  The  falsehood  of  this  as 
sumption  has  been  sufficiently  evinced  already ;  in  addi 
tion  to  which,  the  reader  is  requested  to  reflect  on  the 
extreme  imprudence  of  attempting  to  rest  a  controversy 
of  such  magnitude  on  so  precarious  a  basis ;  and  to  di 
vide  and  distract  a  common  cause,  by  encumbering  it  with 
the  debate  on  baptism  and  the  verbal  subtleties  of  strict 
communion.  To  such  a  mode  of  defence  the  churchman 
might  justly  reply — Physician,  heal  thyself;  convince 
your  own  denomination  of  the  correctness  of  your  rea 
soning,  before  you  presume  to  trouble  us  with  the  myste 
ries  of  your  cabala. 

Mr.  Kinghorn,  in  his  zeal  for  baptism,  intimates  his 
conviction  that  the  admission  of  infants  to  that  ordinance 
will  at  once  legitimate  the  constitution  of  the  established 
church,  and  render  a  secession  from  it  indispensable. 
He  quotes,  with  apparent  approbation,  a  long  passage 
from  Bishop  Hall,  intended  to  show  that  if  the  baptism 
of  the  church  is  valid,  its  constitution  must  be  so  also, 
which  he  prefaces  by  applauding  that  prelate's  discern 
ment,  in  seeing  clearly  their  intimate  connexion.  "  All 
your  Rabbins,"  says  the  bishop,  "cannot  answer  the 
charge  of  your  rebaptized  brother.  If  we  be  a  true 
church  you  must  return ;  if  we  be  not  (as  a  false  church 
is  no  church  of  God),  you  must  rebaptize ;  if  our  bap 
tism  be  good,  then  is  our  constitution  good."*  Nothing 
can  be  more  futile  than  this  mode  of  arguing,  which 
merely  proves  that  the  good  bishop,  with  all  his  brilliance 
of  genius,  was  but  an  indifferent  reasoner.  He  thought 
himself  justified  in  dissenting  from  the  church  of  Rome, 
notwithstanding  her  baptism  was  ever  esteemed  valid. 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  122. 
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By  the  ancient  church,  through  all  successive  ages  from 
the  council  of  Nice,  the  rebaptization  even  of  heretics 
was  condemned ;  though  heretics  were  certainly  not  es 
teemed  a  part  of  the  church.  The  very  society  of  which 
the  hishop  was  a  member,  has  always  professed  to  con 
sider  baptism,  administered  by  every  class  of  dissenters 
in  the  name  of  the  Trinity,  as  valid ;  *  so  that  if  the 
reasoning  extolled  by  Mr.  Kinghorn  is  just,  he  was 
guilty  of  schism  in  refusing  to  unite,  at  one  and  the  same 
time,  with  heretics,  Roman  Catholics,  and  dissenters. 

Not  satisfied  with  asserting  that  our  principles  militate 
against  the  lawfulness  of  dissent,  he  maintains  that  they 
are  inconsistent  with  protestantism,  and  that,  by  neces 
sary  consequence,  they  convict  Luther  and  his  associates 
of  schism  and  rebellion.  In  the  treatise  on  Terms  of 
Communion,  it  had  been  urged,  that  if  we  believe  our 
pa?dobaptist  brethren  to  be  in  a  state  of  salvation,  we 
must  acknowledge  them  as  a  part  of  the  true  church,  and 
that  to  refuse  them  communion  is  to  create  a  schism  in 
the  body.  Applying  this  reasoning  to  the  case  of  the 
Roman  Catholics,  he  attempts  to  repel  it,  by  remarking 
that  if  "  we  have  no  right  to  refuse  their  communion  with 
us  till  they  conform  to  what  we  are  convinced  is  the  will 
of  Christ,  we  had  no  right  to  leave  them  because  they 
deviated  from  his  will.  The  ground  is  in  both  cases  the 
same.  Once  take  away  the  obligation  of  conforming  to 
the  will  of  Christ,  and  the  reformation  is  declared  a 
mischievous  insurrection,  in  which  all  protestants  are 
involved  as  aiding  and  abetting  a  needless  and  schismat- 
ical  projecf't 

To  this  I  reply,  that  to  suppose  us  to  take  away  the 
obligation  of  conforming  in  our  orvn  persons  to  the  will 
of  Christ,  is  to  suppose  us  no  longer  Christians.  For,  to 
deny  the  obligation  of  obedience,  is  at  once  to  deny  his 
authority ;  which  is  equivalent  to  a  formal  renunciation 
of  Christianity.  But  if  he  means  that  we  are  obliged  to 

*  See  Sir  John  Nicholl's  Judgement,  delivered  11  Dec.  1809,  in  the 
case  Kemp  against  VVickes,  for  refusing  to  bury  an  infant  child  who 
had  been  baptized  by  a  dissenting  minister. — ED. 

t  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  55. 
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demand  in  others  a  perfect  compliance  with  his  will,  as 
a  term  of  communion,  he  takes  away  the  possibility  of 
toleration ;  for  we  can  be  said  to  tolerate  nothing  but 
what  we  disapprove,  and  we  can  assign  no  other  reason 
for  our  disapprobation,  besides  its  apparent  repugnance 
to  the  mind  of  Christ.  His  argument,  therefore,  is  en 
tirely  nugatory.  It  is  acknowledged  that  the  lawfulness 
of  admitting  a  Roman  Catholic  to  our  communion,  sup 
posing  him  to  be  a  real  Christian,  is  a  necessary  inference 
from  our  principles ;  but  to  conclude  from  thence  that 
we  are  obliged  to  adhere  to  Aw,  is  demonstrably  false  and 
sophistical ;  nor  is  there  the  least  pretence  for  asserting 
that  the  "  ground  in  both  cases  is  the  same."  Of  two 
actions  which  involve  consequences  infinitely  different, 
it  is  impossible  the  ground  should  be  the  same.  To  re 
ceive  a  pious  Roman  catholic  to  our  communion,  implies 
nothing  more  than  an  acknowledgement  of  his  being  a 
member  of  Christ,  which  is  true  by  the  supposition :  to 
commune  with  him  in  the  rites  peculiar  to  the  Romish 
church,  is  to  be  guilty  of  gross  idolatry  and  superstition, 
which,  however  pardonable  it  may  be  in  him  whose  con 
science  is  uninformed,  in  me  who  have  no  such  plea 
would  be  damnable.  Luther  was  necessitated  to  depart 
from  the  external  communion  of  the  church  of  Rome, 
if  he  would  not  partake  in  her  corruptions,  because  her 
communion  formed  a  principal  part  of  those  corruptions. 
Besides,  since  that  church  maintains  the  infallibility  of 
all  her  decisions,  and  whoever  ventures  to  promulgate  a 
doubt  respecting  a  tittle  of  her  doctrine,  is  ipso  facto  ex 
communicated  till  he  recants,  when  the  light  of  truth 
revealed  to  Luther  her  enormities,  it  was  not  left  to  his 
option  to  continue  in  her  society,  or  not,  unless  he  wrould 
involve  himself  in  the  guilt  of  most  horrid  prevarication. 
He  never  pretended  to  depart  from  the  Romish  church 
absolutely,  and  in  every  thing,  but  in  those  particulars 
only  in  which  she  had  corrupted  the  doctrine  of  the  gos 
pel  and  adulterated  the  worship  of  God ;  and,  however 
highly  he  might  estimate  the  advantages  of  unity,  he 
could  not  purchase  them  at  the  expense  of  a  good  con 
science,  nor  dare,  by  assenting  to  error  or  concurring  in 
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superstition  and  idolatry,  "to  do  evil  that  good  might 
come."  But  if  a  catholic,  of  whose  piety  he  entertained 
no  doubt,  had  offered  himself  for  communion  with  him, 
without  recanting  popery  on  the  one  hand,  or  proposing 
to  innovate  in  the  worship  of  God  on  the  other,  on  such 
a  supposition,  if  Luther  had  refused  to  receive  him,  his 
conduct  might  have  heen  justly  censured.  Now,  I  would 
put  it  to  the  conscience  of  any  impartial  person,  to  deter 
mine  whether  Luther  would  have  had  precisely  the  same 
reasons  for  declining  this  act  of  toleration,  as  for  refusing 
his  approbation  of  indulgencies,  or  his  adoration  of  the 
mass.  In  exercising  the  forbearance  in  question,  he 
would  have  merely  attested  the  piety  of  the  communi 
cant;  in  the  other  case  he  would  have  directly  counte 
nanced  and  supported  what  he  esteemed  impiety  and 
idolatry.  With  him  who  is  prepared  to  assert,  that  each 
of  these  methods  of  proceeding  are  equally  criminal,  it 
is  vain  to  dispute ;  but  if  they  are  not,  the  assertion 
that  the  ground  in  both  cases  is  the  same,  is  undeniably 
false. 

Having  detected  the  palpable  sophistry,  by  which 
my  opponent  would  evince  the  inconsistency  of  our 
principles  with  the  cause  of  protestantism  and  of  dissent, 
it  remains  only  for  me  to  remind  him  of  the  facility  with 
which  the  argument  may  be  retorted,  and  of  the  striking 
resemblance  between  the  system  of  strict  communion, 
and  that  which  is  maintained  by  the  churches  of  Eng 
land,  and  of  Rome. 

1.  The  Romish  church,  it  is  well  known,  pretends  to 
an  absolute  infallibility ;  not,  however,  in  such  a  sense 
as  implies  an  authority  to  introduce  new  doctrine,  but 
merely  in  the  proposal  of  apostolic  traditions,  and  in  the 
interpretation  of  scripture.  While  she  admits  the  scrip 
ture  to  be  the  original  rule  of  faith,  she  requires,  under 
pain  of  excommunication,  that  the  sense  she  puts  on  its 
words  should  be  received  with  the  same  submission  with 
the  inspired  volume.  In  what  respects,  let  me  ask,  is 
the  conduct  of  the  strict  baptists  different  ?  A  contro 
versy  arises  on  the  extent  of  a  positive  rite,  whether  it 
should  be  confined  to  adults,  or  be  communicated  to 
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infants.  Both  parties  appeal  to  the  scripture,  which  the 
baptist  interprets  (in  my  humble  opinion)  correctly,  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  restrict  it  to  believers ;  the  pa?do- 
baptist,  with  equal  sincerity,  supposes  it  to  include  in 
fants.  While  the  former  in  his  own  practice  confines  it 
to  the  description  of  persons  to  whom  he  judges  it  to 
belong,  he  acts  with  unexceptionable  propriety;  but 
when,  not  satisfied  with  this,  he  insists  upon  forcing  his 
interpretation  on  the  conscience  of  his  brother,  and  treats 
him  precisely  in  the  same  manner  as  though  he  avowedly 
contradicted  Christ  and  his  apostles,  what  is  this  but  an 
assumption  of  infallibility  ?  All  that  infallibility  which 
the  church  of  Rome  pretends  to,  is  the  right  of  placing 
her  interpretation  of  scripture  on  a  level  with  the  word 
of  God  :  she  professes  to  promulgate  no  new  revelation, 
but  solely  to  render  her  sense  of  it  imperative  and  bind 
ing  :  and  if  we  presume  to  treat  our  fellow  Christians, 
merely  because  they  differ  from  us  in  their  construction 
of  a  positive  precept,  as  unworthy  of  being  recognised  as 
Christ's  disciples,  (the  very  words  of  this  writer,)  and 
disqualified  for  the  communion  of  saints ;  if  we  allow 
them  "faith,"  while  we  deny  them  "obedience,"  and 
affirm  them  not  to  "  revere  Christ's  authority,  submit  to 
his  ordinances,  or  obey  the  laws  of  his  house,"  we  defy 
all  the  powers  of  discrimination  to  ascertain  the  difference 
of  the  two  cases,  or  to  assign  a  reason  why  we  must 
ascribe  the  claim  of  infallibility  to  one,  and  not  to  the 
other. 

On  another  occasion  Mr.  Kinghorn  observes,*  that 
the  strict  baptists  show  they  understand  the  distinction 
between  judging  for  others,  and  acting  on  their  own  re 
sponsibility.  But  in  imposing  their  own  sense  of  scrip 
ture  on  their  brethren,  and  affirming  that  on  account  of 
their  differing  from  them,  they  do  not  u  revere  the  au 
thority  of  Christ,"  is  either  judging  for  others,  in  every 
possible  sense  of  the  words,  or  the  writer  has  made  an 
impossible  supposition.  He  adds,  they  allow  that  the 
paedobaptists,  on  their  own  principles,  do  right  in  forming 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  67. 
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themselves  into  churches,  and  in  commemorating  the 
death  of  their  Lord.  And  must  they  not  do  equally 
right,  on  their  own  principles,  in  baptizing  infants,  unless 
he  will  assert  that  the  propriety  of  baptizing  infants  is 
not  their  principle  ?  If  judging  for  others  is  supposed  to 
involve  a  claim  of  infallibility,  and  on  that  account,  and 
that  alone,  to  be  shunned,  to  attempt  to  vindicate  the 
practice  of  our  opponents  from  that  imputation  will 
baffle  the  acutest  intellect. 

2.  We  have  already  observed  the  coincidence  of  our 
opponent's  system  with  the  doctrine  of  the  opus  opera- 
turn,  or  the  intrinsic  and  mechanical  efficacy  of  religious 
rites  independent  of  the  intention  and  disposition  of  the 
worshipper.     The  Roman  catholic  attaches  such  impor 
tance  to  the  rite  of  baptism,  as  to  believe  that  when  duly 
administered,  it  is  necessarily  accompanied  with  the  par 
don  of  sin  and  regenerating  grace.     The  strict  baptist 
maintains  that  its  absence,  where  all  other  religious  quali 
fications  are  possessed  in  the  highest  perfection,  which 
human  nature  admits,  deprives  the  party  of  "  the  privi 
leges  of  faith,"*  and  renders  him  an  alien  from  the  Chris 
tian  church. 

Both  the  church  of  Rome,  and  the  church  of  England, 
have  devised  terms  of  communion  of  their  own,  and  ren 
dered  it  necessary  for  their  members  to  comply  with  in 
numerable  things,  besides  those  which  Christ  has  enjoined 
as  requisite  to  salvation.  The  lawfulness  and  propriety  of 
doing  so,  is  the  palmarium  argumentum,  the  main  pillar 
and  support  of  strict  communion.  Let  this  principle 
once  be  abandoned,  and  the  present  controversy  is  at  an 
end,  unless  our  opponents  choose  to  assume  new  ground, 
by  affirming  the  necessary  connexion  between  baptism, 
as  they  administer  it,  and  the  attainment  of  eternal  life ; 
and  that  they  should  not  perceive  the  absolute  necessity 
of  proceeding  so  far,  in  order  to  be  consistent,  seems  to 
approach  to  a  judicial  infatuation. 

3.  The  adherents  to  the  papal  power  claim  to  them 
selves  the  exclusive  appellation  of  the  church :  the  arro- 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  30. 
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gance  of  which  pretension  is  faithfully  copied  by  the 
advocates  of  strict  communion.  The  former,  however, 
by  confining  salvation  within  her  own  pale,  avoid  the 
absurdity  into  which  the  latter  fall ;  who,  while  they 
affirm  that  the  great  body  of  the  faithful  are  not  entitled 
to  that  appellation,  are  obliged  to  distinguish  between 
the  mystical  body  of  Christ  and  his  church,  which  the 
scriptures  expressly  affirm  to  be  one  and  the  same. 


CHAP.  VJ. 

The  Propriety  of  Appealing  in  this  Controversy  to  the 
peculiar  Principles  of  the  Pcedobaptists,  briefly  examined 
and  discussed. 

IT  is  due,  in  my  apprehension,  to  the  majesty  of 
truth,  that  she  should  be  defended  only  by  truth,  and 
that  we  should  on  all  occasions  abstain  from  attempting 
to  increase  her  partizans  by  corrupt  suffrages.  Such  are 
the  suffrages  she  may  accidentally  gain  by  the  influence 
of  error.  As  she  scorns  to  employ  the  aid  of  violence, 
which  is  foreign  to  her  nature,  so,  much  less  will  she 
condescend  to  owe  any  portion  of  her  ascendency  to 
falsehood,  which  it  is  her  eternal  prerogative  to  confound 
and  to  destroy.  He  who  wishes  to  enlighten  the  human 
mind,  will  disdain  to  appeal  to  its  prejudices,  and  will 
rather  hazard  the  rejection  of  his  opinions,  than  press 
them  as  a  necessary  corollary  from  misconceptions  and 
mistakes.  If  the  decision  of  controverted  questions  is 
to  be  subjected  to  vote,  and  a  superiority  of  numbers  is 
to  pronounce  a  verdict,  the  means  by  which  they  are 
procured  is  a  matter  of  indifference  :  he  who  is  most 
successful  in  enlisting  popular  humours  and  prejudices  on 
his  side,  will  infallibly  secure  the  victory.  To  all  legiti 
mate  argument,  however,  it  is  essential  for  the  parties 
concerned  to  reason  on  principles  admitted  by  both ;  to 
take  their  stand  upon  common  ground,  and  to  adopt  no 
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medium  of  proof,  of  the  truth  of  which,  he  who  sug 
gests  it  is  not  satisfied. 

How  far  Mr.  Kinghorn's  management  of  the  contro 
versy,  corresponds  with  these  just  requisitions,  the  im 
partial  reader  will  be  at  no  loss  to  determine.  In  his 
zeal  to  increase  the  number  of  his  partizans,  he  makes 
frequent  and  urgent  appeals  to  the  pa9dobaptists,  with 
whom  the  point  at  issue  can  rarely,  if  ever,  become  a 
practical  question,  and  who  are,  therefore,  little  interested 
in  its  decision.  As  they  admit,  without  hesitation,  the 
validity  of  our  baptism,  the  question  whether  the  right 
administration  of  that  ordinance  be  an  essential  requisite 
to  communion,  has  no  immediate  relation  to  the  economy 
of  their  churches  :  it  interests  them  only  in  the  case  of 
those  individuals  who  may  be  desirous  of  communing 
with  baptist  societies.  As  far  as  it  concerns  the  neces 
sity  of  that  particular  rite  by  which  we  are  characterized, 
it  is  a  controversy  in  which  we  are  the  only  parties; 
and,  however  much  we  venerate  the  judgment  of  the 
religious  public,  we  cannot  forget  that  their  motives  to 
a  rigorous  examination  of  the  question,  bear  no  pro 
portion  to  ours.  To  them  it  is  a  theoretical  inquiry, 
to  us  a  practical  one  of  the  most  serious  moment.  If, 
in  appealing  to  them,  however,  Mr.  Kinghorn  had  con 
structed  his  reasoning  on  principles  common  to  baptists 
and  paedobaptists,  there  had  been  no  room  for  complaint. 
But,  instead  of  this,  he  enumerates  and  marshals,  with 
such  anxiety,  all  the  appendages  of  infant  baptism,  all 
it  assumes,  and  all  it  infers,  as  so  many  irrefragable 
arguments  for  his  hypothesis,  that  were  we  to  judge  of 
his  sentiments  from  these  passages  alone,  we  should 
suppose  him  as  tremblingly  alive  to  the  consistency  of 
paedobaptists,  as  Eli  to  the  preservation  of  the  ark. 
He  adjures  them  by  every  thing  whiuh  they  deem  sacred 
in  their  system,  not  to  forsake  him  in  the  conflict,  re 
minding  them  that  if  they  do  so,  they  must  abandon  a 
multitude  of  positions  which  they  have  been  accustomed 
to  maintain  against  the  baptists,  (that  is,  against  himself,) 
and  be  compelled  to  relinquish  the  field.  He  therefore 
exhorts  them  to  be  faithful  unto  death,  in  the  defence  of 

VOL.  III.  S 
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error,  and  to  take  care  that  no  arts,  blandishments,  or 
artifices,  seduce  them  to  concessions  which  would  em 
barrass  them  in  their  warfare,  and  render  the  cause  of 
infant  baptism  less  tenable.  Thus  he  reminds  them  that 
by  admitting  the  principle  for  which  we  contend,  they 
must  relinquish  their  plea  for  baptizing  infants,  on  the 
ground  of  its  "giving  the  seed  of  believers  a  partial 
membership,  which  is  ^recognised  and  completed  when 
they  profess  their  faith  in  maturer  years.  Thus  one 
leading  popular  representation  of  its  utility  is  given  up." 
This  infant  membership,  however,  he  elsewhere  exclaims 
against,  as  the  very  precursor  of  antichrist,  the  inlet  to 
almost  every  abomination  ;  and  this  popular  representa 
tion,  he  considers  as  a  most  dangerous  fiction.*  He 
tells  them,  that  were  he  a  psedobaptist,  and  disposed  to 
adopt  my  theory,  he  should  be  afraid  of  being  pressed 
with  the  question,  Of  what  use  is  infant  baptism  ?t  It 
is  unnecessary  to  remind  the  reader,  that  in  the  opinion 
of  Mr.  Kinghorn  it  is  of  none  whatever,  but  a  most 
pernicious  abuse  of  a  Christian  ordinance.  But,  what  is 
more  lamentable  still,  he  warns  them  that  if  "  they 
enter  into  the  spirit  of  our  representation,  they  will 
be  in  danger  of  neglecting  it  altogether,  and  conse 
quently,  either  abandon  the  whole  institution,  or  be  in 
duced  by  the  examination  of  scripture,  to  become  bap 
tists  ;"  that  they  will  be  "  guilty  of  a  complete  deviation 
from  the  principles  of  their  predecessors ;  that  they  must 
find  new  arguments  for  their  infant  baptism ;  and  that 
without  attempting  to  divine  what  they  may  be,  their 
cause  will  be  materially  injured  by  the  acknowledgement 
of  the  necessity  of  adopting  new  modes  of  defence." 
All  this  appears  very  strange  from  the  pen  of  a  zealous 
baptist,  who  contemplates  every  one  of  the  doctrines 
which  he  appeals  to,  with  unqualified  abhorrence ;  and 
who  must  be  aware  that  just  in  proportion  to  the  degree 
of  their  repugnance  to  the  practice  of  mixed  communion, 
is  the  presumptive  evidence  in  its  favour.  To  attempt 
the  recommendation  of  his  theory,  by  insisting  on  the 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  17.          f  Ibid.  p.  22. 
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impossibility  of  reconciling  it  with  what  is,  in  his  opinion 
a  system  of  delusion,  indicates  something  nearly  resem 
bling  the  unrestrained  impetuosity  of  a  mind  so  intent 
upon  the  end,  as  to  be  indifferent  about  the  means,  and 
savours  more  of  the  art  and  sophistry  of  a  pleader,  than 
of  the  simplicity  which  characterizes  a  sober  inquirer 
after  truth.  My  knowledge  of  the  author  forbids  the 
slightest  suspicion  of  any  deliberate  intention  to  mislead  ; 
but  in  my  humble  apprehension  he  has  been  betrayed  by 
the  warmth  of  debate,  and  the  intemperate  sallies  of  his 
zeal,  into  the  use,  to  adopt  the  mildest  expression,  of 
unhallowed  weapons ;  and,  by  courting  an  alliance  with 
error,  degraded  his  cause. 

It  is  probable  he  will  attempt  to  justify  his  proceeding, 
by  saying  he  has  merely  availed  himself  of  an  argumentuiu 
ad  hominem.  But  he  has  greatly  exceeded  the  limits 
assigned  to  that  species  of  argument,  which  may  be  very 
properly  employed  to  repel  a  particular  objection  of  an 
opponent,  by  showing  that  it  recoils  upon  himself,  but 
should  never  be  laid  at  the  basis  of  a  process  of  reason 
ing,  because  the  utmost  it  can  effect  is  to  evince  the  in 
consistency  of  two  opinions,  without  determining  which, 
or  whether  either  of  them,  is  true. 

But  it  is  not  merely  to  acknowledged  errors  that  the 
author  appeals,  with  a  view  to  discourage  our  paedobap- 
tist  brethren  from  uniting  with  us ;  he  also  endeavours 
to  rouse  into  action  a  feeling,  which,  whatever  name  he 
may  think  fit  to  give  it,  is,  in  my  apprehension,  neither 
more  nor  less  than  pride.  He  remarks,  that,  in  joining 
with  us,  they  must  either  "  consider  themselves  as  un- 
baptized,  or  satisfied  with  their  own  baptism,  whatever 
we  may  think  of  it,  or  as  agreeing  with  the  maxim,  that 
baptism,  in  any  form,  is  of  no  consequence  to  commu 
nion."  The  first  of  these  suppositions  he  very  properly 
puts  aside  as  impossible.  The  second,  he  reminds  them, 
'^•"degrading,  because  they  permit  themselves  to  be 
considered  as  persons  who  have  not  fulfilled  the  will  of 
the  Lord,  in  the  very  point  in  which  they  believe  they 
have  fulfilled  it.  They,  consequently,  unite  with  us  on 
terms  of  inferiority;  and  he  who  refuses  to  commune 
s  2 
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with  us,  because,  in  so  doing,  he  tacitly  allows  himself 
to  be  considered  as  not  so  complete  a  disciple  of  Jesus  as 
he  thinks  he  is,  acts  a  part  which  is  justifiable  and  dig 
nified."*  The  amount  of  this  reasoning  is,  that  when 
ever  a  Christian  perceives  that  his  brother  entertains  a 
less  favourable  opinion  of  his  conduct  in  any  particular 
than  he  himself  does,  he  is  bound  to  renounce  his  com 
munion;  because,  in  every  such  instance,  he  must  be 
considered  as  not  so  complete  a  disciple  as  he  thinks  he 
is,  and  to  allow  himself  to  be  so  considered,  is  a  mean 
ness.  And  from  hence,  another  consequence  infallibly 
results,  that  no  two  Christians  ought  to  continue  in  com 
munion,  between  whom  there  subsists  the  smallest  di 
versity  of  judgement,  respecting  any  point  of  practical 
religion ;  for  since  each  of  them,  supposing  them  sin 
cere,  must  believe  his  own  practice  more  agreeable  to 
the  will  of  Christ  than  his  brother's,  that  brother  must 
be  aware  that  he  is  considered  as  not  so  complete  a  dis 
ciple  as  he  judges  himself  to  be,  to  which,  it  seems,  it  is 
degrading  to  submit.  The  author  may  be  fairly  chal 
lenged  to  produce  a  single  example  of  a  disagreement 
amongst  Christians,  to  which  this  reasoning  will  not 
apply ;  and,  therefore,  admitting  it  to  be  just,  he  has 
established  a  canon  which  prohibits  communion  where- 
ever  there  is  not  a  perfect  unanimity  in  interpreting  the 
precepts  of  Christ ;  which  he,  who  reflects  on  the  incur 
able  diversity  of  human  opinions,  will  acknowledge  is 
equivalent  to  rendering  communion  impossible. 

Although  the  instance  under  immediate  consideration 
respects  a  point  of  practice,  the  conclusion  will  hold 
equally  strong  in  relation  to  doctrinal  subjects.  For,  not 
to  remind  the  reader  that  different  opinions,  on  practical 
points,  are,  in  effect,  different  doctrines,  and  that  the 
whole  disagreement  with  our  pasdobaptist  brethren  origi 
nates  in  these,  it  is  undoubtedly  true  of  points  of  simple 
belief,  as  well  as  of  Christian  duties,  that,  whoever  adopts 
a  sentiment  different  from  that  of  his  fellow-christians, 
must,  by  the  latter,  be  regarded  as  in  an  error;  and, 

•  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  115, 116. 
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since  revelation  claims  faith,  as  well  as  obedience,  "  not 
so  complete  a  disciple  as  he  thinks  he  is,"  to  which,  if  it 
is  degrading  for  him  to  submit,  his  only  remedy  is  to 
depart,  and  quit  the  communion.  A  fine  engine  truly 
for  dissolving  every  Christian  society  into  atoms,  and  for 
rendering  the  church  of  Christ  the  most  proud,  turbulent, 
and  contentious  of  all  human  associations  ! 

If  it  be  alleged  that  Mr.  Kinghorn's  reasoning  was  not 
designed  to  apply  to  the  smaller  differences  which  may 
arise,  but  only  to  grave  and  weighty  matters,  such  as  the 
nature  of  a  Christian  ordinance,  the  obvious  answer  is, 
that  it  is  of  no  consequence  to  us  for  what  it  was  de 
signed,  but  whether  it  be  sound  and  valid ;  in  other 
words,  whether  it  be  a  sufficient  reason  for  a  pcedobap- 
tist's  refusing  to  join  with  us,  that  in  "  so  doing  he  al 
lows  himself  to  be  considered  as  not  so  complete  a  dis 
ciple  as  he  thinks  he  is."  If  it  be,  the  consequences  we 
have  deduced  will  inevitably  follow. 

Not  satisfied,  however,  with  denouncing  the  union 
of  psedobaptists  with  us  as  "  undignified,"  and  as  pla 
cing  themselves  on  terms  of  "  inferiority,"  he  begs  them 
to  consider  whether  it  is  not  a  "  surrender  of  their 
principles  in  a  manner  altogether  inconsistent  with  their 
views  of  the  law  of  Christ."  This  surrender,  he  pro 
ceeds  to  inform  us,  consists  in  their  "  agreeing  to  be 
considered  as  unbaptized,  which  is  contrary  to  the  opi 
nion  which  they  entertain  of  themselves."  We  cer 
tainly  make  no  scruple  of  informing  a  paedobaptist  can 
didate  that  we  consider  him  as  unbaptized,  and  disdain 
all  concealment  upon  the  subject ;  but  how  his  consent 
to  join  us  on  these  terms  involves  an  unworthy  surrender 
of  his  principles,  is  very  mysterious.  His  principle  is, 
that  infant  baptism,  which  we  believe  to  be  a  human 
invention,  is  a  part  of  the  will  of  Christ.  Now,  how 
his  allowing  us  to  believe  this,  without  breaking  with 
us  on  that  account,  amounts  to  a  dereliction  of  it,  is 
a  riddle  which  it  would  require  an  (Edipus  to  solve. 
May  he  not  retain  his  sentiments,  and  believe  us  in 
an  error;  and  is  not  his  continuing  unbaptized  a  demon 
strative  proof  that  he  does  so  ?  And  while  this  is  the 
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case,  and  he  manifests  his  opinion,  both  by  words  and 
actions,  is  he  still  guilty  of  this  fearful  surrender  ? 

Besides,  what  will  it  avail  him  to  leave  our  commu 
nion,  since  our  opinion  still  pursues  him ;  and  though 
he  should  retire  to  the  ends  of  the  earth,  we  shall  still 
continue  to  think  "  he  has  not  fulfilled  the  law  of  Christ 
in  the  very  point  in  which  he  believes  himself  to  have 
fulfilled  it."  There  is  no  conceivable  remedy ;  he  must 
digest  the  affront  as  he  can ;  but  why  he  should  feel  it 
so  insupportable,  only  in  the  case  of  our  proposing  to 
"receive"  him,  is  passing  strange,  except  the  author 
supposes  him  to  be  of  so  canine  a  temper  as  to  be  the 
most  dangerous  when  most  caressed. 

It  is  amusing  to  see  the  happy  versatility  of  the 
author,  and  with  what  dexterity  he  can  adapt  his  viands 
to  the  taste  and  palate  of  every  guest.  When  it  was  his 
object  to  load  with  all  possible  odium  the  conduct  of  the 
baptists,  in  admitting  the  members  of  other  denomina 
tions,  he  professes  to  discern  an  essential  disparity  be 
twixt  their  conduct  and  ours.  We,  he  tells  us,  are 
"  more  to  blame  than  the  psedobaptists  that  join  with 
us  :  they  surrender  no  principle  :  they  do  not  unite  with 
those  whom  they  deem  unbaptized."*  He  was  then  all 
intent  on  reproaching  us  ;  when  he  has  to  deal  with  the 
pasdobaptists,  he  feels  no  scruple  in  awarding  them  the 
same  measure.  "  The  inquiry,"  he  says,  "  will  irresisti 
bly  arise,  if  they  really  and  heartily  believe  that  infant 
baptism  is  an  institution  of  Christ,  Why  do  they  wish 
to  unite  with  people  by  whom  one  of  his  institutions  is, 
in  their  view,  so  manifestly  opposed  ?  How  can  they,  in 
justice  to  their  families,  unite  with  baptists  ?"  "  Let 
them,"  he  says  on  another  occasion,  "  consider  whether 
they  act  wisely,  or  consistently,  if  they  join  with  baptists, 
who  receive  them  on  these  grounds.  If,  on  their  part, 
it  is  connected  with  a  sacrifice  of  principle,  they  will 
confess  that  it  is  indefensible."t  By  these  grounds,  he 
means,  on  the  supposition  that  baptism  is  not  an  essen 
tial  prerequisite  to  communion,  which,  he  is  aware,  is 
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the  principle  on  which  we  rest  our  vindication,  and  which 
is  certainly  perfectly  consistent  with  their  conviction  of 
our  being  baptized ;  the  very  circumstance  he  urged  be 
fore  as  a  proof  that  they  sacrificed  no  principle. 

From  a  writer  who  so  palpably  contradicts  himself,  it 
were  vain  to  expect  any  information  on  this  branch  of 
the  subject ;  since  it  is  impossible  to  conjecture  whether 
the  union  of  our  psedobaptist  brethren  does,  or  does  not, 
involve  a  surrender  of  principle,  in  the  judgement  of 
him  who  affirms  both.  On  impartial  inquiry,  it  will 
probably  be  found,  that  though  no  principle  is  violated 
on  either  side,  as  much  candour  is  evinced  on  the  part  of 
paedobaptists,  in  consenting  to  a  union,  as  on  ours.  If 
we  join  with  those  whom  we  are  obliged  to  consider  as 
unbaptized,  they  unite  with  persons  who,  in  their  judge 
ment,  repeat  an  ordinance  which  ought  to  be  performed 
but  once  ;  nullify  a  Christian  institute,  and  deprive  their 
children  of  the  benefit  of  a  salutary  rite.  And  since 
the  subjects  of  baptism  are  far  more  numerous  on  their 
system  than  on  ours,  why  should  they  be  less  offended 
at  our  neglect  of  these,  than  we  are  at  their  extending 
the  ordinance  too  far  ?  Whoever  attaches  importance  to 
the  covenant  into  which  God  is  supposed  to  enter  with 
the  seed  of  believers,  must  highly  disapprove  the  conduct 
of  the  parent  who  withholds  from  his  offspring  its  insti 
tuted  seal ;  nor  is  it  possible  for  him  to  cherish  the  es 
teem  due  to  him  as  a  Christian,  but  by  imputing  his  con 
duct  to  involuntary  error.  The  supposed  cruelty,  also, 
of  refusing  to  insert  an  innocent  babe  into  the  Abra- 
hamic  stock ;  the  impiety  of  profaning  a  Christian  sacra 
ment  by  rebaptizing,  might  be  made  the  subject  of  tragic 
declamation,  with  as  much  propriety  as  their  want  of 
"  reverence  to  the  authority  of  Christ,  and  disobedience 
to  the  laws  of  his  house."  If  we  must  tolerate  none 
who  are  guilty  of  omitting  a  divine  law,  (which  is  the 
doctrine  of  Mr.  Kinghorn,)  how  is  it  possible  for  a 
psedobaptist  to  bear  with  us,  who  live  in  the  perpetual 
neglect  of  what  his  principles  compel  him  to  consider  in 
that  light  ? 

In  the  judgement  of  all  other  denominations,  while 
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we  neglect  to  dedicate  our  offspring  to  God  in  the  solem 
nization  of  a  federal  rite,  however  conscientious  we  may 
be,  we  can  but  very  imperfectly  imitate  the  example  of 
Abraham,  of  whom  the  Omniscient  testified  that  he 
"  would  command  his  children,  and  his  household  after 
him,  to  keep  the  way  of  the  Lord ;"  or  that  of  Zecha- 
riah  and  Elisabeth,  "  who  walked  in  all  the  ordinances 
and  commandments  of  the  Lord  blameless."  On  a  fair 
comparison,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  which  party  is 
most  entitled  to  the  praise  of  candour ;  where  both  evince 
a  noble  oblivion  of  minor  partialities  and  attachments, 
made  to  yield  to  the  force  of  Christian  charity,  and  dis 
appear  before  the  grandeur  of  the  common  salvation. 


PART    III. 


IN  WHICH  THE  INSUFFICIENCY  OF  THE  REPLY  MR.  KING- 
HORN  HAS  MADE  TO  THE  PRINCIPAL  ARGUMENTS  URGED 
FOR  MIXED  COMMUNION  IS  EXPOSED. 


CHAP.  VII. 

His  Reply  to  the  Argument  deduced  from  the  Scriptural 
Injunction  of  Mutual  Forbearance  and  Brotherly 
Love,  considered. 

RELUCTANT  as  the  author  is  to  prolong  the  present 
controversy  to  a  tedious  length,  he  can  neither  do  justice 
to  his  cause,  nor  to  himself,  unless  he  notices  the  at 
tempt  which  his  opponent  has  made  to  enervate  the 
force  of  his  arguments :  and  here  he  will  be  under  the 
necessity  of  recurring  to  the  principal  topics  insisted 
upon  in  the  former  treatise. 

That  dissensions  in  the  Christian  church  were  not  un 
known  in  the  earliest  period  of  Christianity,  is  evident 
from  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  and  the  Epistles  of  St. 
Paul,  who  employed  himself  much  in  attempting  to 
compose  them;  and  the  principal  method  he  adopted 
was,  to  enjoin  mutual  forbearance,  to  inculcate  the  duty 
of  putting  the  most  favourable  construction  on  each 
others  sentiments,  and  not  suffer  these  differences  to 
alienate  their  affections  from  each  other,  "  whom  Christ 
had  received,"  who  were  his  accepted  servants,  and 
would  be  permitted  to  share  in  his  glory.*  From  these 

•*  Rom.  xiv.  1—6. 
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premises  we  argue  thus :  Since  St.  Paul  assigned  as  a 
reason  for  the  mutual  forhearance  of  Christians,  that 
they  were  equally  accepted  of  Christ,  it  was  undoubtedly 
a  sufficient  one,  and,  admitting  it  to  be  such,  it  must  ex 
tend  to  all  who  are  in  the  same  predicament  (who  are  in 
the  same  state  of  acceptance) ;  and,  as  it  is  allowed  on 
both  sides,  that  paadobaptists  are  in  a  state  of  salvation, 
and  consequently  accepted  of  Christ,  the  same  reason 
which  dictated  the  measure  of  toleration  at  that  period, 
must  apply  with  equal  force  to  the  debate  which  at  pre 
sent  subsists  between  us  and  other  denominations.  In 
this  argument  the  conclusion  seems  so  nearly  identified 
with  the  premises,  that  we  might  suppose  the  most  artful 
sophistry  would  despair  of  confuting  it,  and  that  the 
only  objection  it  were  liable  to,  would  be  its  attempting 
to  prove  what  is  self-evident. 

Let  us  now  turn  to  Mr.  Kinghorn.  It  was  observed  in 
my  former  treatise,  that  the  question  is  not,  What  were 
the  individual  errors  we  are  commanded  to  tolerate  ?  but, 
What  is  the  ground  on  which  that  measure  is  enforced,  and 
whether  it  be  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  include  the 
paedobaptists  ?  After  quoting  this  passage,  he  subjoins, 
"  this  is  the  question  at  issue,  and  the  decision  of  this  will 
determine  whether  the  spirit  of  the  precepts  of  the  gos 
pel  will  sanction  us  in  departing  from  apostolical  prece 
dents,  especially  when  such  precedents  arose  from  obedi 
ence  to  a  divine  command."*  He  then  proceeds  to 
investigate  the  precise  nature  of  the  dissensions  which 
prevailed  in  the  primitive  churches ;  from  whence  he 
infers  that  the  disparity  betwixt  them,  and  our  contro 
versy  with  the  paedobaptists,  is  such,  that  the  principle 
on  which  the  apostles  enforced  toleration,  is  not  "ap 
plicable."  The  expression  he  here  employs,  is  somewhat 
equivocal.  It  may  either  mean,  that  the  phrase  "  God 
hath  received  him/'  does  not  apply  to  the  paedobaptists, 
or  that,  supposing  it  does,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  sustain 
the  inference  we  deduce,  which  is  their  right  to  fellow 
ship.  To  interpret  his  meaning  in  the  latter  sense,  how- 
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ever,  would  be  to  suppose  him  guilty  of  impeaching  the 
validity  of  St.  Paul's  argument,  who  rests  the  obligation 
of  forbearance  with  the  party  whose  cause  he  advocates, 
precisely  on  that  ground.  "  For  God  hath  received 
iim."  It  is  also  inconsistent  with  his  own  statement,  as 
given  in  the  following  passage,  where  he  paraphrases  the 
words  just  quoted  in  the  following  manner : — "  There  is 
nothing  in  the  gospels,  but  what  the  Jews  can  believe 
and  obey,  though  they  retain  their  national  partialities  to 
the  law ;  and,  therefore,  since  God  does  not  reject  them, 
but  receives  them  into  the  Christian  dispensation,  you 
should  receive  them  also.  But  then,  he  adds,  he  receives 
them  on  their  believing  and  obeying  the  gospel ;  and  it  is 
neither  stated  nor  supposed  that  he  receives  them,  not 
withstanding  they  disobey  it.  And  unless  this  be  proved, 
the  cause  of  mixed  communion  is  not  promoted."*  We 
have  here  an  explicit  avowal  that  he  considers  none  be 
sides  the  baptists  as  received  of  Christ,  in  the  sense  the 
apostle  intends,  accompanied  with  a  concession,  that  to 
prove  they  were,  would  furnish  an  irrefragable  argument 
for  our  practice. 

It  was  certainly  not  without  reason  that  he  apologized 
for  taking  different  ground  from  Mr.  Booth ;  for  here  he 
is  directly  at  issue  with  the  venerable  apologist.  He 
frankly  acknowledges  the  fact  which  Mr.  Kinghorn  chal 
lenges  us  to  prove  ;  but  attempts  to  evade  the  conclusion 
by  remarking,  "  that  it  is  not  every  one  that  is  received 
of -Jesus  Christ,  who  is  entitled  to  communion  at  his 
table,  but  such,  and  such  only,  as  revere  his  authority,"t 
&c.  Amidst  the  contradictory  statements  of  such  formi 
dable  champions,  who  can  only  agree  in  their  censures  of 
us,  while  they  are  at  variance  among  themselves  respect 
ing  the  most  fundamental  points — where  one  tells  us  we 
are  not  to  commune  with  other  denominations,  though 
they  are  received  by  Christ,  and  the  other  because  they 
are  not  received, — what  course  must  he,  who  looks  up 
with  profound  veneration  to  these  great  authorities,  take  ? 
Where  both  propose  to  conduct  him  to  the  same  place, 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  45.  f  Ibid.  p.  62. 
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but  one  directs  him  to  the  east,  the  other  to  the  west, 
my  humble  advice  is,  to  believe  neither,  but  to  exercise 
that  liberty  of  thinking  for  himself,  to  which  he  is 
strongly  invited  by  the  perplexity  and  confusion  of  his 
guides. 

Our  present  concern,  however,  is  with  Mr.  Kinghorn, 
who  denies  that  psedobaptists  are  received  by  Christ,  in 
the  sense  which  St.  Paul  intended  in  the  passage  under 
consideration ;  while  he  agrees  with  us,  that  it  is  upon 
that  principle  that  primitive  toleration  rested. 

Let  it  be  remembered  that,  while  Mr.  Booth  inter 
prets  the  word  received,  as  signifying  received  into  the 
divine  favour,  Mr.  Kinghorn  contends  for  its  meaning 
admitted  into  the  church.  But  since  many  things  must 
of  necessity  precede  the  act  of  external  communion,  and 
every  believer  must  be  supposed,  in  some  important 
sense,  to  be  previously  received  of  Christ,  he  qualifies,  or 
explains  his  former  language,  by  adding,  "  he  receives 
them  into  the  Christian  dispensation.'"* 

Let  me  crave  the  indulgence  of  the  reader,  while  we 
endeavour  to  sift  this  matter  to  the  bottom. 

1.  Whatever  disparity  may  be  contended  for  between 
the  ancient  dissensions  and  the  modern  dispute  with  the 
paedobaptists,  it  can  by  no  means  amount  to  a  proof  that 

*  For  the  satisfaction  of  the  reader,  who  may  not  possess  Mr.  King- 
horn's  book,  it  may  be  proper  to  give  the  whole  passage  to  which  my 
reply  is  directed. 

''  Besides,  the  expression,  God  hath  received  him,  ver.  8,  deserves 
consideration.  It  clearly  applies,  as  it  is  stated  by  the  apostle,  to  the 
reception  of  the  Gentiles  ;  and  is  an  argument  with  the  Jewish  chris- 
tians,  not  to  reject  those  brethren  who  eat  all  things.  And  suppose  it 
to  be  granted  that  the  expression  applies  to  both  parties,  (which  appears 
intended  in  chap  xv.  7)  the  sense,  then,  is  evidently  this,  God  receives 
not  Gentiles  only,  but  also  Jews  into  the  Christian  church,  though  they 
are  encumbered  with  their  Jewish  prejudices.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
gospel  but  what  Jews  can  believe  and  obey,  though  they  retain  their 
national  partialities  to  the  law ;  and,  therefore,  since  God  does  not  re 
ject  them,  but  receives  them  into  the  Christian  dispensation,  you  should 
receive  them  also.  But  then  he  receives  them  on  their  believing  and 
obeying  the  gospel,  and  it  i.s  neither  stated  or  supposed  that  he  receives 
them  notwithstanding  they  disobey  it.  And  unless  this  be  proved,  the 
cause  of  mixed  communion  is  not  promoted." — Baptism  a  Term  of 
Communion,  p.  45. 
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the  latter  are  not  comprehended  under  the  clause  in 
question  (God  hath  received  him).  To  reason  thus — 
there  were  certain  errors  among  the  primitive  professors 
which  did  not  bar  their  admission  into  the  church,  but 
the  error  of  the  paedobaptist  is  of  a  very  different  kind, 
and  therefore  it  must  have  that  effect — would  be  to  rea 
son  most  inconclusively  ;  since  all  that  can  be  justly  in 
ferred  is,  that  it  possibly  may  have  that  effect,  though 
the  former  had  not,  the  utmost  point  to  which  the  argu 
ment,  from  the  dissimilarity  of  the  two  cases,  is  capable 
of  being  carried  is,  that  the  latter  may  possibly  not  be 
comprehended  under  the  same  rule:  but  whether  our 
author  has  not  disqualified  himself  from  urging  it,  will 
be  the  subject  of  future  inquiry. 

2.  The  medium  by  which  he  attempts  to  establish  his 
conclusion,  is  manifestly  untenable,  unless  he  chooses  to 
retract  a  large  portion  of  his  treatise.     His  argument  is 
this,  that  God  receives  "  such,  and  only  such,  as  believe 
and  obey  the  gospel;"  but  other  denominations  disobey 
it,  and  are  therefore  not  entitled  to  that  privilege.  Here, 
however,  he  is  at  issue  with  a  greater  than  Booth — with 
the   apostles  themselves,   one   of  whom   declares  that 
Christ  "  will  appear  in  flaming  fire,  taking  vengeance  on 
them  that  obey  not  the  gospel ;"  and  another,  classes  such 
as  obey  it  not,  among  the  "  ungodly  and  sinners,"  whom 
he  solemnly  warns  of  their  fearful  end.     Either,  then, 
the  apostles  were  wrong,  in  denouncing  destruction  on 
such  as  do  not  obey  the  gospel ;  or  Mr.  Kinghorn,  in 
loading  the  pa3dobaptists  with  that  charge,  while  he  ex 
presses  a  confidence  of  their  salvation.     Nor  will  it  avail 
him,  in  the  least,  to  say  they  do  not  obey  it  perfectly ; 
for  we  should  feel  no  hesitation  in  retorting  the  charge, 
and  affirming  that,  had  he  done  so,  he  would  not  have 
penned  this  passage. 

3.  As  he  must,  on  his  system,  distinguish  betwixt 
being  in  a  state  of  salvation,  and  "  being  received  into  the 
Christian   dispensation"   there   are   a   few   questions,  to 
which  we  should  be  glad  to  receive  an  explicit  answer. 
He  will  acknowledge,  we  presume,  that  every  believer  is 
first  united  to  Christ,  and  received  by  him,  before  he  is 
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entitled  to  the  external  communion  of  his  church ;  that 
his  right  to  the  latter  is  founded  on  the  credible  evidence 
he  gives  of  his  interest  in  the  first  of  these  privileges.  If 
this  be  admitted,  it  must  hold  equally  true  respecting  the 
Jewish  and  Gentile  converts,  whose  mutual  toleration  is 
enjoined  in  the  passage  under  dispute.  Now,  I  ask,  ac 
cording  to  what  dispensation  were  these  primitive  be 
lievers  united  to  Christ,  and  accepted  of  him,  previous  to 
their  external  communion  ?  Was  it  according  to  the 
Christian  dispensation,  or  some  other  ?  If  the  reply  is, 
the  Christian ;  I  ask  again,  are  our  pasdobaptist  brethren 
in  possession  of  the  same  privileges  as  were  enjoyed  by 
the  primitive  converts,  before  their  external  communion 
with  the  church  ?  If  they  are  not,  they  are  not  entitled 
to  the  appellation  of  Christians  in  any  sense,  and  conse 
quently  could  not  be  admitted  to  communion,  even 
though  they  were  baptized.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is 
acknowledged  that  they  are  possessed  of  the  same  privi 
leges,  the  question  returns,  by  what  dispensation  are  they 
held  ?  If  he  denies  it  to  be  by  the  Christian,  I  ask  once 
more,  how  he  acquired  this  persuasion  of  their  possess 
ing  the  privileges  in  question  ?  He  surely  will  not  pre 
tend  to  have  obtained  it  in  any  other  way  than  by  an 
attentive  perusal  of  the  New  Testament,  by  comparing 
the  character  of  pious  paedobaptists  with  that  of  the  pri 
mitive  Christians,  as  well  as  with  the  marks  and  criterions 
by  which  it  has  directed  us  to  judge  of  a  state  of  salva 
tion  ;  so  that  the  favourable  opinion  he  professes  to 
entertain,  must  rest  on  the  evidence  which  the  principles 
of  the  Christian  dispensation  supply.  But  to  say  that 
the  maxims  of  that  dispensation  oblige  him  to  believe 
that  a  class  of  persons  are  interested  in  its  promises, 
whom  that  very  dispensation  does  not  comprehend, 
although  they  live  under  it,  is  a  contradiction  in  terms. 
It  is  equivalent  to  asserting,  that  the  gospel  economy 
passes  opposite  sentences  on  the  same  persons,  and 
affords  evidence  for  their  seclusion  and  admission,  at  one 
and  the  same  moment.  It  seems  evident  to  a  de 
monstration,  then,  that  agreeable  to  his  own  conces 
sions,  other  denominations •,  as  well  as  our  own,  are 
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received  into  the  Christian  dispensation ;  that  by  virtue 
of  its  essential  principles,  they  are  entitled  to  its  immu 
nities  and  privileges,  and  have  consequently  a  right  to 
the  external  communion  of  saints,  on  a  double  account ; 
first,  because  such  communion  is  one  of  its  distinguish 
ing  benefits,  and  next,  because  they  are  included  amongst 
the  persons  whom  the  Head  of  the  church  has  received, 
which  our  author  interprets,  by  being  admitted  into  the 
Christian  dispensation. 

For  the  same  reason,  all  that  he  has  said  elsewhere,  of 
our  not  being  authorized,  by  the  New  Testament,  to  re 
cognise  them  as  the  disciples  of  Christ,  necessarily  falls 
to  the  ground ;  for,  since  he  can  have  no  pretence  for 
believing  them  in  a  state  of  salvation,  except  on  the  in 
formation  derived  from  the  New  Testament,  which  cer 
tainly  promises  salvation  to  none  but  Christ's  disciples ; 
we  are  not  only  allowed  but  impelled  by  that  highest 
authority,  to  recognise  them  under  that  character.  His 
attempt  to  nullify  their  profession  is  also  rendered  com 
pletely  abortive ;  for,  not  to  repeat  what  was  before 
urged,  since  they  profess  neither  more  nor  less  than  to 
adhere  to  the  Christian  dispensation,  it  will  not  be  denied, 
that,  if  they  are  actually  received  into  it,  that  profession 
is  valid. 

Let  it  be  remembered,  that,  in  deducing  these  conse 
quences,  we  have  allowed  him  to  interpret  the  disputed 
phrase  in  his  own  way,  without  contending  for  the  sense 
which  is  most  agreeable  to  the  context,  as  well  as  most 
favourable  to  our  hypothesis ;  and  without  attempting 
to  impugn  the  accuracy  of  his  representation,  of  the  dis 
sensions  and  disputes  which  occasioned  the  injunction, 
and  gave  scope  to  the  exercise  of  primitive  forbearance. 

4.  Though  that  inquiry  might  be  well  spared,  without 
injury  to  our  argument,  yet  his  account  of  these  ancient 
controversies  is  so  egregiously  partial,  so  palpably  de 
signed  to  serve  an  hypothesis,  that  truth  forbids  me  to 
surfer  it  to  pass  without  animadversion.  In  a  long  and 
perplexed  dissertation,  he  endeavours  to  establish  a  dis 
tinction  between  indulging  a  needless  scrupulosity  in 
doing  what  is  not  commanded,  and  disobeying  an  ex- 
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press  precept ;  contending  that  the  errors  which  St.  Paul 
tolerated  were  of  the  former  sort,  and  that,  as  they 
merely  respected  certain  observances  and  customs  neither 
forbidden  nor  enjoined,  they  were  to  be  considered  as 
a5/apoga,  things  indifferent,  about  which  the  Christian  re 
ligion  is  silent.  He  compares  them  to  disputes  about 
the  planetary  system,  where  it  is  free  for  every  person 
to  form  his  own  judgement,  and  either  to  believe  with 
the  vulgar  that  the  sun  literally  moves  round  the  earth 
every  four-and-twenty  hours,  or  the  earth  round  the  sun, 
agreeable  to  the  principles  of  modern  astronomy.* 

In  order  to  elucidate  the  question  before  us,  it  will  be 
proper  briefly  to  state  the  different  modes  of  proceeding 
adopted  by  the  Jewish  converts  respecting  the  Mosaic 
ceremonies,  at  the  earliest  period  of  Christianity.  That 
they  were  universally  practised  by  believers  of  Jewish 
extraction  is  manifest  from  various  parts  of  scripture; 
and,  with  respect  to  the  church  at  Jerusalem,  is  expressly 
affirmed  by  St.  James.  "  Thou  seest,  brother,"  said  he, 
addressing  Paul,  "  how  many  thousand  Jews  there  are 
who  believe,  and  they  are  all  zealous  for  the  law."  The 
apostle  of  the  Gentiles,  with  all  his  zeal  in  the  assertion 
of  their  liberties,  conformed  to  them  himself;  partly 

*  "  The  case  is  very  similar,"  he  says,  "  to  the  following : — At  no 
great  distance  of  time  "back,  the  popular  opinion  was,  that  the  earth 
was  a  fixed  body,  and  that  the  sun  and  stars  made  not  an  apparent, 
but  an  actual  revolution  round  the  earth.  The  contrary  appeared  so 
unlikely,  so  contrary  to  daily  observation,  that  numbers  knew  not  how 
to  admit  it.  Some  reasoned  ;  others  took  a  shorter  way,  and  laughed 
at  what  they  thought  was  absurd ;  another  party  appealed  to  the  Bible 
as  settling  the  point,  by  asserting  that  the  sun  did  rise,  and  did  set,  and 
on  one  distinguished  day  was  commanded  to  stand  still.  Good  men 
were  to  be  found  on  both  sides  of  the  question.  Suppose  now  that 
some  serious  characters  in  the  Christian  church,  tenacious  believers 
that  the  earth  stood  still,  and  that  it  was  the  sun  that  moved,  had  occa 
sioned  a  little  unpleasant  controversy  with  some  of  their  brethren  that 
were  better  informed:  and  the  latter,  provoked  at  their  remarks,  were 
for  excommunicating  them  for  want  of  sense,  if  not  for  want  of  religion, 
how  fitly  would  the  apostle's  reasoning  apply  !  It  might  be  said,  ex 
actly  on  these  principles,  these  good  men  are  not  chargeable  with 
breaking  any  divine  law — their  whole  crime  is  that  they  are  bad  as 
tronomers,  and  talk  nonsense  ;  but '  God  hath  received  them  ;'  do  you 
therefore  receive  them  in  the  spirit  of  meekness  and  love."— Baptism 
a  Term  of  Communion,  pp.  49,  50. 
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from  respect  to  the  Jewish  people,  whom  he  was  most 
anxious,  by  every  lawful  compliance,  to  conciliate,  and 
partly  from  a  tender  consideration  of  the  infirmities  of 
his  weaker  brethren,  not  yet  sufficiently  confirmed  in  the 
freedom  of  the  gospel.  "  To  the  Jews  he  became  a  Jew, 
that  he  might  win  the  Jews."  But  while  he  displayed 
this  amiable  and  condescending  spirit,  he  never  disguised 
his  conviction,  that  the  obligation  attached  to  the  Mosaic 
rites  was  dissolved,  and  that  the  gospel  was  alone  a  per 
fect  rule  of  faith  and  practice. 

Thus  far  an  attention  to  the  law  was  justifiable,  and 
founded  on  the  most  enlightened  principles.  Many,  how 
ever,  probably  the  great  majority,  proceeded  a  step  far 
ther,  and  observed  the  legal  ceremonies,  not  as  the  dictate 
of  prudence,  or  for  the  purpose  of  conciliation,  but  as 
matter  of  conscience,  conceiving  them  to  be  still  in  force. 
These  composed  that  class  of  believers  who  are  denomi 
nated  weak,  whose  infirmities  the  strong,  Christians  of  a 
more  enlightened  order,  were  commanded  to  bear  with. 
The  error  which  these  persons  maintained  was  of  serious 
magnitude ;  for,  in  the  very  face  of  an  inspired  apostle, 
who  affirmed  the  law  of  Moses  to  be  abrogated  and  an 
nulled  by  the  advent  of  Christ,  they  still  pertinaciously 
adhered  to  it,  as  a  matter  of  personal  and  indispensable 
obligation ;  and,  though  they  attempted  to  revive  and 
perpetuate  an  antiquated  system,  an  economy  which  the 
gospel  had  completely  superseded,  and  which  went,  by 
no  circuitous  route,  to  impeach  the  sufficiency  and  per 
fection  of  the  latter,  their  complete  toleration  was  so 
lemnly  and  repeatedly  enjoined  on  their  more  enlight 
ened  brethren. 

This  error  is  compared  by  Mr.  Kinghorn  to  an  erro 
neous  system  of  astronomy,  and  is  consequently  considered 
as  totally  indifferent.  But  how  he  could  possibly  believe 
this  himself,  or  hope  to  obtrude  it  on  the  credulity  of  his 
readers,  is  astonishing.  To  attach  the  sanction  of  reli 
gion  to  a  system  which  the  Supreme  Legislator  had 
repealed — to  scruple  various  kinds  of  meat,  at  the  very 
moment  that  St  Paul  was  testifying  the  Lord  Jesus  had 
shown  him  that  nothing  was  unclean  of  itself ;  and  after 

VOL.  III.  T 
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Peter  had  proclaimed  the  vision  by  which  he  was  in 
structed  that  the  distinction  of  clean  and  unclean  was 
abolished,  betrayed  a  degree  of  superstitious  weakness 
and  pertinacity,  most  foreign  from  a  mistake  on  a  merely 
scientific  subject.  Were  a  converted  Jew  at  present  to 
determine  to  adhere  to  the  Mosaic  ritual,  I  would  ask 
Mr.  Kinghorn  whether  he  would  consider  his  conduct 
as  entitled  to  the  same  indulgence  as  though  he  scrupled 
to  adopt  the  Newtonian  system  of  the  universe  ? 

Still  he  will  reply,  that  his  error  is  of  a  different  kind 
from  that  of  the  pa3dobaptists  ;  he  is  guilty  of  no  omis 
sion  of  a  revealed  duty,  while  they  set  aside  a  positive 
institute  of  Christianity.  It  is  by  this  distinction,  and  by 
this  alone,  that  he  attempts  to  evade  the  conclusion  to 
which  this  example  conducts  us.  There  is  nothing,  how 
ever,  in  reason  or  in  scripture  from  which  we  can  infer, 
that  to  omit  a  branch  of  duty,  not  understood,  is  less  an 
object  of  forbearance,  than  to  maintain  the  obligation  of 
abrogated  rites.  Let  him  assign,  if  he  is  able,  a  single 
reason  why  it  is  less  criminal  to  add  to,  than  to  take 
away  from  the  law  of  Christ ;  to  revive  an  obsolete  econ 
omy,  than  to  mistake  the  meaning  of  a  New  Testa 
ment  institute.  How  will  he  demonstrate  will-worship 
to  be  less  offensive  to  God  than  the  involuntary  neglect 
of  a  revealed  precept  ?  It  is  so  much  more  difficult  to 
prove  than  to  assert,  that  we  commend  his  discretion  in 
choosing  the  easier  task. 

The  above  distinction  is  not  only  unfounded  in  the 
nature  of  things — it  is  at  direct  variance  with  the  rea 
soning  of  Paul  on  the  subject.  He  enjoins  the  practice 
of  forbearance,  on  the  ground  of  the  conscientiousness  of 
the  parties  concerned,  on  the  assumption,  not  only  of 
their  general  sincerity,  but  of  their  being  equally  actua 
ted,  in  the  very  particulars  in  which  they  differed,  by  an 
unfeigned  respect  to  the  authority  of  Christ ;  and  as  he 
urges  the  same  consideration  as  the  ground  on  which  the 
toleration  of  both  parties  rested,  it  must  have  included  a 
something  which  was  binding  on  the  conscience  of  each, 
whatever  was  his  private  judgement  of  the  points  in 
debate.  The  Jew  was  as  much  bound  to  tolerate  the 
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Gentile,  as  the  Gentile  the  Jew.  "  Who  art  thou  that 
judgest  another  man's  servant?  to  his  own  master  he 
standeth  or  falleth.  One  man  esteemeth  one  day  above 
another ;  another  esteemeth  every  day  alike.  He  that 
observeth  a  day,  observeth  it  to  the  Lord  :  he  that  ob- 
serveth  not  a  day,  observeth  it  not  to  the  Lord.  He 
that  eateth  not,  to  the  Lord  he  eateth  not ;  he  that  eat- 
eth,  eateth  to  the  Lord."  Now  in  the  judgement  of  the 
Jew,  still  attached  to  the  Mosaic  rites,  he  who  made  no 
distinction  of  meats,  or  of  days,  must  have  been  consid 
ered  as  violating  or  neglecting  a  precept  still  in  force,  or 
the  injunction  to  refrain  from  judging  him  would  have 
been  devoid  of  meaning.  He  must  have  consequently 
been  regarded  by  him  in  precisely  the  same  light  in 
which  our  paedobaptist  brethren  are  considered,  that  is, 
as  violating,  though  not  intentionally,  a  positive  institute. 
Still  St.  Paul  absolutely  insists  on  the  duty  of  forbear 
ance  ;  and  arguing  with  him  on  his  own  principles,  he 
tells  him  he  has  no  authority  whatever  to  "judge"  or 
deem  him  unworthy  of  his  fellowship,  since  he  was  ac 
cepted  of  Christ,  and  acted  with  perfect  good  conscience 
in  the  particular  which  gave  offence.  I  will  leave  the 
impartial  reader  to  determine  whether  this  is  not  a  fair 
representation  of  Paul's  reasoning,  and  whether,  admit 
ting  this,  it  does  not  completely  annihilate  the  distinction 
Mr.  Kinghorn  attempts  to  establish,  and  decide  the  pre 
sent  controversy  as  satisfactorily  as  if  it  had  been  penned 
for  the  purpose.  It  is  scarcely  possible  to  suppose  he 
will  stoop  to  avail  himself  of  his  only  remaining  subter 
fuge,  by  reminding  us  that,  in  the  instance  before  us, 
the  ordinance  supposed  to  be  violated  was  not  a  Christian 
one ;  since  it  is  obvious  that  the  commands  of  God,  sup 
posing  them  still  in  force,  are  equally  binding,  at  what 
ever  period  they  are  promulgated,  or  to  whatever  econ 
omy  they  belong. 

It  is  not,  be  it  remembered,  by  a  peremptory  decision 
of  the  controversy,  or  by  assigning  the  victory  to  one  in 
preference  to  the  other,  that  the  apostle  attempts  to  effect 
a  reconciliation.  He  endeavours  to  bring  it  about  while 
each  retains  his  peculiar  sentiments ;  from  which  it  is 

T2 
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manifest  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  views  of  either 
party  which,  in  his  judgement,  formed  a  legitimate  bar 
rier  to  union.  The  attachment  of  the  Jew  to  the  obser 
vation  of  the  legal  ceremonies  was  not,  in  his  opinion,  a 
sufficient  reason  for  refusing  to  unite  with  him  by  whom 
they  were  disregarded.  But  in  this  case,  the  forbearance 
which  he  enjoins  was  exercised  towards  a  class  of  per 
sons  exactly  in  the  same  situation,  as  far  as  its  principle 
is  concerned,  with  the  modern  pasdobaptist,  that  is, 
towards  persons  who  violated  a  precept  which  was  still 
supposed  to  be  in  force ;  and  this  consequence  equally 
results,  whatever  statement  may  be  made  of  the  precise 
object  of  Jewish  toleration,  whether  it  involved  disputed 
practices  among  the  Jews  themselves,  or  the  neglect  of 
the  Mosaic  ritual  by  the  Gentiles.  Hence,  in  whatever 
possible  view  the  controversy  may  be  considered,  the 
apostle's  treatment  of  it  goes  to  the  complete  annihila 
tion  of  the  distinction  betwixt  the  observation  of  what 
is  not  and  the  neglect  of  what  is  commanded ;  since 
the  mutual  toleration  which  was  prescribed  embraced 
both. 

There  was  a  third  description  of  Jews  who  attempted 
to  impose  the  yoke  of  ceremonies  on  Gentiles,  "  assuring 
them  that  unless  they  were  circumcised  and  kept  the 
law  of  Moses,  they  could  not  be  saved."  It  was  this 
which  occasioned  the  convention  of  the  apostles  and 
elders  with  the  church  at  Jerusalem,  where  it  was  so 
lemnly  decided  that  Gentile  converts  should  enjoy  a 
perfect  immunity  from  legal  observances.  This  formal 
determination,  however,  was  far  from  putting  an  end  to 
the  controversy :  the  efforts  of  Jewish  zealots  were  pro 
bably  repressed  for  a  time,  but  they  soon  recovered  their 
resolution,  and  artfully  propagated  their  doctrines  with 
great  success  in  various  quarters,  and  especially  among 
the  churches  planted  in  Galatia.  On  this  occasion  Paul 
expressed  himself  with  great  vehemence,  telling  the  Ga~ 
latians  that  he  "  could  wish  that  those  who  troubled  them 
were  cut  off."  By  inculcating  the  law  as  an  indispen 
sable  prerequisite  to  salvation,  they  annulled  the  grace 
of  God,  subverted  the  truth  of  the  gospel,  and  im- 
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peached  the  sufficiency  and  validity  of  the  great  pro 
pitiation.  The  attempt  to  place  the  rites  of  an  economy 
which,  while  it  continued,  was  merely  the  shadow  of 
good  things  to  come,  upon  a  footing  with  the  living 
eternal  verities  of  the  gospel,  was  in  effect  to  obscure 
its  lustre,  and  debase  its  character.  That  no  indulgence 
was  shown  towards  the  inventors  and  propagators  of 
this  pernicious  heresy,  is  admitted ;  but  it  is  equally 
evident  that  he  made  a  wide  distinction  between  the 
deceivers  and  the  deceived,  between  the  authors  and 
the  victims  of  delusion.  With  the  last  of  these,  he 
reasons,  he  expostulates ;  he  warns  them  of  the  tendency 
of  their  errors,  and  expresses  his  apprehension  lest  he 
had  "  bestowed  upon  them  labour  in  vain."  He  in 
dignantly  asks,  who  had  bewitched  them,  that  they 
should  not  obey  the  truth ;  that  after  beginning  in  the 
Spirit,  they  should  end  in  the  flesh ;  and  when  they  had 
been  replenished  with  the  gifts  and  graces  of  the  Holy 
Ghost,  "return  again  to  the  weak  and  beggarly  ele 
ments."  But  in  the  midst  of  these  pointed  reproofs,  as 
they  were  not  fully  aware  of  the  consequences  of  their 
defection,  as  they  were  not  in  a  confirmed  state  of  he 
resy,  he  continued  to  treat  them  with  the  tenderness  of 
a  father,  without  uttering  a  breath  that  might  seem 
like  a  threat  of  excommunication. 

5.  We  shall  not  content  ourselves  with  this  answer. 
We  accept  Mr.  Kinghorn's  challenge,  and  engage  to 
produce  an  instance  of  men's  being  tolerated  in  the 
primitive  church,  who  neglected  an  express  command 
of  Christ,  and  that  of  the  highest  moment.  We  must 
only  be  allowed  to  assume  it  for  granted,  that  the  apos 
tles  were  entitled,  by  the  highest  right,  to  be  considered 
as  members  of  the  church  which  they  planted,  and  of 
which  they  are  affirmed  to  be  the  foundation.  These 
very  apostles,  however,  continued  for  a  considerable  time 
to  neglect  the  express  command  of  their  Master,  rela 
ting  to  a  subject  of  the  utmost  importance.  It  will  not 
be  denied,  that  he  expressly  directed  them  to  go  forth 
immediately  after  the  descent  of  the  Spirit,  and  to  preach 
the  gospel  to  every  creature.  Did  they  immediately  at- 
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tempt  to  execute  this  commission  ?  From  the  Acts  of 
the  Apostles  we  learn  that  they  did  not ;  that  for  a  con 
siderable  period  they  made  no  effort  to  publish  the  gos 
pel,  except  to  the  Jews,  and  that  it  required  a  new  reve 
lation  to  determine  Peter  to  execute  this  order  in  its  full 
extent,  by  opening  the  door  of  faith  to  the  Gentiles. 
But  for  the  vision  presented  at  Joppa,  from  all  that 
appears,  the  preaching  of  the  word  would  have  been 
limited  in  perpetuity  to  one  nation ;  and  when  Peter, 
moved  by  an  immediate  voice  from  heaven,  began  to  im 
part  it  to  Cornelius  and  his  family,  he  was  vehemently 
opposed  by  the  church  at  Jerusalem.  So  far  indeed 
were  the  primitive  Christians  from  entering  into  the 
views  of  their  divine  Master,  that,  when  a  "  number  of 
them  were  scattered  abroad  upon  the  persecution  that 
arose  about  Stephen,  they  went  as  far  as  Phoenicia, 
Cyprus,  and  Antioch,  preaching  the  gospel  to  the  Jews 
only."  That  highly  favoured  people,  elated  with  the 
idea  of  its  religious  preeminence,  looked  down  with  con 
tempt  on  other  nations ;  while  it  appropriated  the  king 
dom  of  God  to  itself,  as  its  exclusive  patrimony,  without 
suspecting  for  a  moment  that  it  was  the  design  of  the 
Almighty  to  admit  a  different  race  of  men  to  an  equal 
participation  of  the  same  privileges.  Under  the  influ 
ence  of  these  prejudices,  the  first  heralds  of  the  gospel 
slowly  and  reluctantly  imbibed  its  liberal  and  compre 
hensive  spirit. 

Nor  is  this  the  only  instance  in  which  Mr.  Kinghorn 
himself  will  be  found  to  approve  of  the  toleration  of 
such  as  have  habitually  neglected  a  positive  command. 
The  great  majority  of  our  own  denomination,  influenced 
principally  by  the  writings  of  Gill  and  Brine,  admirers 
of  Crisp,  held,  to  a  very  recent  period,  that  it  was  im 
proper  to  urge  sinners  to  repentance,  or  to  enjoin  upon 
them  the  duty  of  believing  on  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ.* 

*  It  is  but  justice  to  the  memory  of  the  great  and  excellent  Fuller,  to 
observe,  that  it  is  to  his  writings  chiefly  our  denomination  is  indebted, 
for  its  emancipation  from  these  miserable  shackles  and  restraints. 

The  author  might  have  added  here,  the  name  of  his  excellent  and 
venerable  father. — ED. 
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Their  practice,  it  is  needless  to  add,  corresponded  with 
their  theory,  and  they  anxiously  guarded  against  the 
inculcation  of  any  spiritual  duties  whatever,  on  the  un 
converted.  My  respectable  opponent  is,  I  am  aware,  at 
a  great  remove  from  these  sentiments ;  and  the  main 
reason  he  would  assign  for  rejecting  them,  is,  that  our 
Saviour  commenced  his  ministry  by  calling  men  to  re 
pent,  and  that  "  he  commanded  his  apostles  to  testify 
every  where  repentance  towards  God,  and  faith  in  our 
Lord  Jesus  Christ."  But  if  such  be  his  reasons,  he 
must  acknowledge  that  the  eminent  persons  before  men 
tioned,  in  declining  to  perform  what  our  Lord  com 
manded  his  apostles,  neglected  or  broke  a  divine  pre 
cept.  But  is  he  prepared  to  affirm  that  they  were  not 
members  of  the  church  ?  Will  this  sturdy  champion  of 
the  strict  baptists  be  ungracious  enough  to  pass  a  sen 
tence  of  excommunication  on  the  majority  of  his  pre 
cursors  in  this  controversy?  Unless  he  is  prepared  for 
this,  he  must  acknowledge  that  the  right  of  toleration 
extends  to  such  as  neglect,  or  violate,  a  revealed  pre 
cept.  It  is  unnecessary  to  remind  the  reader  of  the 
magnitude  of  the  error  in  question,  which  would  at 
once  have  annihilated  the  apostolic  commission,  by  ren 
dering  it  impossible  to  preach  the  gospel  to  any  creature, 
since  there  were  in  the  Gentile  world  none  to  whom 
it  could,  on  this  principle,  be  addressed.  The  whole 
ceremony  of  baptism  sinks  into  insignificance  in  the 
comparison. 

In  answer  to  his  challenge  we  have  produced  two 
cases,  in  which  toleration  has  been  extended  to  such 
as  neglect  or  violate  a  divine  precept ;  the  first  taken 
from  the  holy  apostles,  the  second  from  our  fathers  and 
predecessors  in  our  own  denomination. 

The  reader  is  requested  to  advert  to  the  interminable 
discord  and  dissension  with  which  this  principle  is  replete. 
The  principle  is,  that  whenever  one  Christian  deems  an 
other  to  live  in  the  neglect  and  violation  of  a  positive 
command,  however  conscientious  he  may  be,  he  must 
renounce  the  communion  of  the  party  which  he  supposes 
erroneous.  Who  does  not  perceive,  that  the  application 
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of  such  a  principle  will  furnish  a  pretext  for  endless  dis 
pute  and  contention  ;  that  not  only  a  different  interpre 
tation  of  the  law  of  baptism  will  be  a  sufficient  occasion 
of  division,  but  that  whoever  supposes  that  any  branch 
of  the  primitive  discipline  has  fallen  into  disuse,  will 
feel  himself  justified,  nay,  compelled,  to  kindle  the 
torch  of  discord,  and  to  separate  chief  friends  ?  If  no 
latitude  is  to  be  allowed  in  interpreting  the  will  of  Christ, 
no  indulgence  shown  to  such  of  the  faithful,  as  from  a 
deficiency  of  light,  neglect  and  overlook  some  part  of 
his  precepts,  how  is  it  possible  the  practice  of  reciprocal 
exclusion  should  stop  within  the  limits  which  this  author 
has  assigned  it?  Are  there  two  thinking  men  to  be 
found,  who  are  fully  agreed  respecting  all  the  minuter 
details  of  Christian  discipline  and  worship  ?  Are  they 
fully  agreed  on  the  question  of  what  was  the  primitive 
discipline,  much  less,  how  far  a  conformity  to  it  is  either 
proper  or  practicable  ?  Who,  that  is  competent  to  speak 
on  such  subjects,  is  not  aware,  that  there  are  no  ques 
tions  involved  in  greater  obscurity  than  these,  none  on 
which  the  evidence  is  less  satisfactory,  and  which  more 
elude  the  researches  of  the  learned,  or  administer  more 
aliment  of  dispute  to  the  contentious  ?  One  class  of 
Christians  believes  that  a  plurality  of  elders  is  essential 
to  the  organization  of  a  church,  because  the  scripture 
always  speaks  of  them  in  the  plural  number ;  and  confi 
dent  that  such  is  the  will  of  Christ,  he  dares  not  recog 
nize  as  a  church,  one  in  which  that  circumstance  is 
wanting.  Another  attaches  importance  to  weekly  com 
munion,  which  he  justly  contends  was  the  uniform  prac 
tice  of  the  apostles,  and  of  the  primitive  age :  a  con 
formity  to  which,  in  this  particular,  is  with  him  an 
indispensable  condition  to  communion.  A  third  turns 
his  eyes  towards  lay  exhortations,  the  disuse  of  which 
he  considers  as  practically  superseding  some  of  the 
plainest  passages  of  scripture,  quenching  the  Spirit,  and 
abridging  the  means  of  religious  improvement ;  he  con 
sequently  scruples  the  communion  of  those  by  whom 
this  ordinance  is  neglected.  A  fourth  adverts  to  the 
solemnity  with  which  our  Lord  exemplified  and  enjoined 


REPLY   TO   REV.   JOSEPH    KINGHORN.  281 

the  washing  of  feet,  and  the  frequency  with  which  the 
apostles  inculcated  the  kiss  of  charity ;  and  having  no 
doubt  that  these  injunctions  are  of  perpetual  obligation, 
feels  himself  necessitated  to  withdraw  from  such  as  by 
neglecting  them,  "  walk  disorderly."  A  fifth  contends 
for  the  total  independence  of  churches,  conceiving  that 
the  cognizance  of  ecclesiastical  causes  is,  by  divine  right, 
vested  in  the  people,  who  are  to  determine  every  thing 
by  a  majority  of  votes ;  in  opposition  to  those  who  con 
tend  for  a  church  representative ;  and,  believing  such  an 
arrangement  to  be  an  important  branch  of  the  will  of 
Christ,  he  conscientiously  refuses  the  communion  of 
those  societies  which  decline  to  adopt  it. 

These  different  systems  are,  no  doubt,  distinguished 
by  different  degrees  of  approximation  to  truth  ;  but  what 
is  of  importance  to  remark,  however  they  may  differ  in 
other  respects,  they  agree  in  this,  that  upon  the  principle 
we  are  attempting  to  expose,  they  furnish,  to  such  as 
adopt  them,  just  as  reasonable  a  pretext  for  separate 
communion  as  the  disagreement  respecting  baptism  ;  nor 
is  it  possible,  if  that  principle  be  admitted,  to  reconcile 
the  independent  exercise  of  intellect  with  Christian  unity. 
The  instances  already  adduced  are  a  mere  scantling  of 
the  innumerable  questions  which  would  give  occasion  to 
a  diversity  of  judgement  respecting  the  mind  of  Christ, 
and  consequently  necessitate  the  withdrawment  of  chris- 
tians  from  each  other.  The  few  societies  that  have 
attempted  to  carry  this  theory  into  practice,  have  already 
exhibited  such  a  series  of  feuds  and  quarrels,  as  are 
amply  sufficient  to  ensure  its  reprobation ;  and  merely 
because  they  have  acted  more  consistently,  they  have 
acted  much  worse  than  the  greater  part  of  the  churches 
who  practise  strict  communion.  Let  this  principle  be 
once  established,  and  fairly  acted  upon,  and  there  is  no 
question  but  that  divisions  will  succeed  to  divisions,  and 
separations  to  separations,  until  two  persons  possessed  of 
freedom  of  thought  will  scarcely  be  found  capable  of 
walking  together  in  fellowship ;  and  an  image  of  the 
infinite  divisibility  of  matter  will  be  exhibited,  in  the 
breaking  down  of  churches  into  smaller  and  smaller 
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portions.  An  admirable  expedient,  truly,  for  keeping 
"  the  unity  of  the  Spirit  in  the  bond  of  peace  !"  That 
there  is  no  hyperbole  in  this  representation  will  be  obvi 
ous,  if  we  do  but  consider  the  difficulty  of  procuring  an 
entire  unanimity  in  the  interpretation  of  those  parts  of 
scripture  which  are  supposed  to  relate  to  the  will  of 
Christ,  in  the  organization  and  constitution  of  his  church. 
6.  There  is  one  important  consideration  to  which  the 
reader  is  requested  to  attend,  before  we  dismiss  this 
branch  of  the  subject.  My  opponent  asserts,  that  none 
besides  our  own  denomination  are  comprehended  within 
the  clause  in  which  the  apostle  affirms  the  reception  of 
erring  Christians.  He  acknowledges,  that  if  it  can  be 
proved  that  they  are  included  under  that  description,  the 
precept  of  toleration  extends  to  their  case,  and  that  the 
only  question  at  issue  is,  whether  they  are  so  or  not, 
which  he,  in  opposition  to  Mr.  Booth,  denies.*  The 
reader  is  entreated  seriously  to  consider  the  necessary  re 
sult  of  this  position,  whether  it  does  not  amount  to  a 
repeal  of  the  Scriptures,  considered  as  the  rule  of  faith 
and  manners.  It  will  not  be  denied  that  the  promises 
and  precepts  of  the  New  Testament  are  uniformly  ad 
dressed  to  the  same  description  of  persons,  with  those 
particular  injunctions  under  present  discussion,  and  that 
under  the  terms  strong  and  weak,  by  which  are  designated 
the  two  respective  classes,  who  are  commanded  mutually 
to  bear  with  each  other.  Nor  can  we  hesitate  whether 
the  disputed  phrase,  God  hath  received  him,  ought  to  be 
interpreted  in  the  same  extent.  As  the  inscriptions  pre 
fixed  to  the  inspired  epistles  determine  to  whom  they 
were  addressed,  so  that  which  was  written  to  the  Ro 
mans  is  inscribed  to  "  all  that  be  at  Rome,  beloved  of 
God,  called  to  be  saints ;"  and  not  a  syllable  is  found  in 

*  The  author  of  Terms  of  Communion  observes,  "that the  question 
at  issue  is  not  what  were  the  individual  errors  we  are  commanded  to 
tolerate,  but  what  is  the  ground  on  which  that  measure  is  enforced,  and 
whether  it  be  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  include  the  paedobaptists." 
In  reply  to  which  Mr.  Kinghorn  sets  out  with  remarking,  "1  admit 
that  is  the  question,  and  the  decision  of  this  question  will  determine, 
whether  the  precepts  of  the  gospel  will  sanction  us  in  departing  from 
apostolical  precedent,"  &c. 
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the  precepts  respecting  mutual  forbearance,  comprised  in 
the  14th  and  15th  chapters,  which  limits  them  to  any- 
particular  part  of  that  church,  in  distinction  from  the 
whole.  They  were  intended  for  the  universal  regulation 
of  the  conduct  of  the  members  of  that  community  to 
wards  each  other. 

The  epistles  of  the  rest  of  the  apostles  also,  though 
directed  to  the  inhabitants  of  different  places  from  that 
to  the  Romans,  are  uniformly  ascribed  to  the  same  de 
scription  of  persons,  as  will  be  manifest  on  their  inspec 
tion  ;  or,  in  other  words,  the  supposed  genuine  followers 
of  Christ  in  that  age,  are  the  persons  to  whom  the  epis 
tolary  parts  of  the  New  Testament  are  directed ;  and 
consequently,  universal  precepts  enjoined  on  any  one 
society,  must  have  been  considered  as  equally  binding 
on  all  the  faithful.  On  any  other  supposition,  each 
church  would  have  possessed  a  distinct  code,  instead  of 
the  inspired  writings  at  large  being  regarded  as  the  uni 
versal  rule  of  faith  and  practice.  Hence  it  follows  that 
the  seven  churches  of  Asia,  as  well  as  those  who  were 
scattered  throughout  Pontus,  Galatia,  and  Cappadocia, 
supposing  them  acquainted  with  the  Epistle  to  the  Ro 
mans,  would  have  been  under  the  same  obligation  of 
observing  its  injunctions  with  the  christians  at  Rome. 
But  among  the  various  precepts  intended  to  regulate  the 
conduct  of  christians,  comprised  in  the  code  of  inspira 
tion,  such  as  enjoin  mutual  forbearance  with  each  other's 
imperfections  and  infirmities,  hold  a  conspicuous  place, 
and  the  rule  propounded  on  that  occasion  we  perceive  to 
have  been  universally  obligatory  on  believers  of  that 
generation. 

When  we  propose  to  extend  the  same  method  of  pro 
ceeding  to  our  psedobaptist  brethren,  in  the  present  day, 
we  are  repelled ;  and  my  opponent  reminds  us,  that  we 
are  not  authorized  to  assign,  in  the  present  case,  the  rea 
son  for  forbearance  which  was  urged  by  St.  Paul,  because 
they  are  not  received,  in  the  sense  which  he  intended. 
The  reason  itself,  he  acknowledges,  would  be  a  sufficient 
justification,  could  the  fact  on  which  it  proceeds  be  esta 
blished,  but  he  denies  the  fact. 
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Their  error,  it  is  asserted,  is  of  such  a  nature,  that  it 
places  them  totally  out  of  the  question,  and  whatever  is 
said  on  the  subject  of  mutual  forbearance  in  the  New 
Testament,  is,  in  the  present  state  of  things,  to  be  consi 
dered  as  applicable  merely  to  the  conduct  of  baptists  to 
ward  each  other ;  from  which  it  necessarily  follows,  that 
no  part  of  the  precepts  or  promises  of  scripture  can  be 
proved  to  apply  to  the  great  body  of  believers,  at  present, 
not  even  to  such  as  appear  pre-eminent  in  piety  ;  for  all 
these  precepts  and  promises  were  originally  addressed 
precisely  to  the  same  description  of  persons,  with  the 
injunctions  in  question ;  and  as  it  is  contended  that  these 
belong  at  present  only  to  baptists,  by  parity  of  reason, 
the  former  must  be  restricted  to  the  same  limits.  On 
this  principle,  there  is  not  a  syllable  in  the  New  Testa 
ment  from  which  a  psedobaptist  can  derive  either  conso 
lation  or  direction,  as  a  Christian ;  not  a  single  promise 
which  he  can  claim,  nor  a  single  duty  resulting  from  the 
Christian  calling  with  which  he  is  concerned ;  for  the 
class  of  persons  to  whom  these  were  originally  addressed, 
was  one  and  the  same  with  those  on  whom  the  duty  of 
mutual  forbearance  was  inculcated. 

The  inscription  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Romans  is  of  the 
same  extent  with  the  injunctions  contained  in  the  14th 
and  15th  chapters,  and  no  greater ;  the  same  description 
of  persons  are  evidently  addressed  throughout.  It  was 
the  saints,  the  beloved  of  God,  mentioned  in  the  begin 
ning  of  the  letter,  who,  on  account  of  their  common  re 
lation  to  the  Lord,  were  commanded  to  bear  with  each 
other's  infirmities.  Now,  if  it  be  asserted  that  infant 
baptism  is  an  error  so  different  from  those  wThich  were 
contemplated  by  the  Author,  in  that  injunction,  that  its 
abettors  stand  excluded  from  its  benefit,  how  will  it  be 
possible  to  prove  that  they  are  saints,  that  they  are  beloved 
of  God,  or  that  any  of  the  attributes  ascribed  to  Christians 
in  that  epistle,  belong  to  them  ?  Mr.  Kinghorn  may  af 
firm,  if  he  pleases,  that  the  characteristic  descriptions  are 
applicable,  while  the  injunctions  under  discussion  are 
not.  He  may  affirm,  but  how  will  he  prove  it  ?  since 
both  are  addressed  to  the  same  persons,  and  the  injunc 
tion  of  forbearance  enjoined  alike  on  them  all. 
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From  a  letter,  consisting  partly  of  affectionate  con 
gratulations,  and  partly  of  serious  advice,  both  intended 
for  the  comfort  and  direction  of  the  same  persons,  to 
infer  that  the  congratulations  apply  to  Christians  of  all 
denominations,  and  the  advice  to  one  only,  is  capricious 
and  unreasonable.  The  same  conclusion  holds  good  respect 
ing  the  whole  of  the  New  Testament.  Whatever  is  affirm 
ed  in  any  part  of  it  respecting  the  privilege  of  primitive 
believers,  was  asserted  primarily  of  such  only  as  were  bap 
tized,  because  there  were  no  others  originally  in  the  church; 
all  the  reciprocal  duties  of  Christians  were,  in  the  first  in 
stance,  enjoined  on  these  ;  among  which  we  find  precepts 
enforcing,  without  a  shadow  of  limitation,  the  duty  of 
cultivating  Christian  fellowship.     But  the  last,  our  oppo 
nents  contend,  are  to  be  restricted  to  baptists ;  whence 
it  necessarily  follows,  unless  we  had  some  independent 
evidence  on  the  subject,  that  the  former  must  be  restricted 
in  the  same  manner ;  and  that,  consequently,  all  other 
denominations,  however  excellent  in  other  respects,  are 
left  without  any  scriptural  proof  of  their  interest  in  the 
divine  favour,  or  any  directions  for  that  part  of   their 
conduct  which  concerns  their  Christian  obligations.  Were 
there,  indeed,  any  other  medium  of  proof  besides  the 
writings  of  the  apostles,  of  equal  authority,  by  which  it 
were  possible  to  supply  their  deficiency,  the  case  would 
be  different.     From  this  independent  source  we  might 
possibly  learn  the  fact,  that  other  denominations,  also, 
were  included  within  the  promise  of  eternal  life  :  but 
while  our  knowledge  on  the  subject  is  derived  from  one 
book,  whose  precepts  for  the  regulation  of  the  conduct 
of  believers  towards  each  other  universally,  are  affirmed 
not  to  extend  to  our  intercourse  with  pasdobaptists,  it  is 
impossible  to  establish  that  conclusion ;  for,  to  attempt 
to  limit  the  application  of  scripture  in  one  part,  and  to 
make  it  universal  in  another,  where  both  were  originally 
intended  to  be  taken  in  the  same  extent,  is  plainly  un 
reasonable. 
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CHAP.  VIII. 

On  the  Argument  for  Mixed  Communion,  founded  on  the 
Pcedobaptists  being  a  Part  of  the  true  Church. 

THE  author  of  Terms  of  Communion  founded  an 
argument  for  the  admission  of  sincere  Christians,  of 
every  denomination,  to  the  Lord's  table,  on  their 
being  a  part  of  the  true  church.  He  remarked,  that 
whenever  that  term  occurs  in  scripture,  in  relation  to 
spiritual  matters,  it  constantly  denotes,  either  members  of 
a  particular  community,  accustomed  to  meet  in  one 
place,  or  the  whole  body  of  real  believers,  dispersed 
throughout  the  world,  but  considered  as  united  to  one 
head ;  that  this  body  is  expressly  affirmed  to  be  the  body 
of  Christ,  of  which  every  genuine  believer  is  a  member ; 
that  we  are  seriously  warned  against  whatever  tends  to 
promote  a  schism  in  it ;  and  that  these  admonitions  are 
directly  repugnant  to  the  practice,  under  any  pretext 
whatever,  of  repelling  a  sincere  Christian  from  commu 
nion.  If  we  allow  the  identity  of  the  church  of  Christ 
with  his  body,  which  St.  Paul  expressly  affirms,  and 
which  he  assumes  as  the  basis  of  his  whole  train  of 
reasoning,  the  conclusion  we  have  drawn  results  from  it 
so  immediately,  that  the  attempt  to  place  it  in  a  clearer 
light  seems  a  waste  of  words.  If  the  alienation  of  affec 
tion  which  prevailed  in  the  church  at  Corinth  was  suffi 
cient  to  constitute  a  schism,  much  more  is  a  rupture  of 
communion.  But  a  schism  or  division  in  the  body,  the 
apostle  deprecates  as  one  of  the  greatest  evils,  as  tending 
immediately  to  its  destruction,  as  well  as  most  repugnant 
to  the  scope  and  genius  of  Christianity.  "  Now  this  I 
say,  that  every  one  of  you  saith,  I  am  of  Paul,  and  I 
of  .A  polios,  and  I  of  Cephas,  and  I  of  Christ.  Is  Christ 
divided  ?"*  "  As  the  body  is  one,  and  hath  many  mem 
bers,  and  all  the  members  of  that  one  body,  being  many, 
are  one  body,  so  also  is  Christ."  Here  the  unity  of  the 

»  1  Cor.  i.  12, 13. 
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church  is  most  clearly  affirmed  ;  and  whatever  tends  to 
divide  it  is  stigmatized  under  the  notion  of  an  attempt 
to  divide  Christ  himself. 

The  reader  will  probably  feel  some  curiosity  to  know 
how  Mr.  Kinghorn  will  reconcile  his  hypothesis  with 
these  statements ;  whether  he  is  prepared  in  contradic 
tion  to  the  apostle,  to  deny  the  identity  of  the  church 
of  Christ  with  his  body,  or  whether,  acknowledging  this, 
he  will  yet  contend  for  the  necessity  of  dividing  it,  in 
opposition  to  his  solemn  injunctions.  He  will  be  a  little 
surprised  at  finding  that  he  makes  no  reply  whatever ; 
that  he  is  speechless,  and,  without  attempting  to  rebut 
the  argument,  turns  aside  to  other  subjects,  on  which  he 
contents  himself  with  repeating  what  he  has  already 
asserted  times  without  number.  For  what  purpose  he 
announced  his  intention  to  discuss  this  topic,  it  is  not 
easy  to  conjecture ;  unless  he  flattered  himself  with 
the  hope  of  finding  some  good-natured  readers,  who  would 
give  him  credit  for  having  done  what  he  avowed  his 
intention  of  performing.  Be  this  as  it  may,  not  a  word 
escapes  him  throughout  the  chapter,  from  which  it  is  pos 
sible  to  learn  whether  he  considers  pasdobaptists  as  a 
part  of  the  church  or  not,  the  affirmation  or  denial  of 
which  is  essentially  involved  in  the  discussion. 

The  only  answer  he  attempts  to  the  preceding  reason 
ing  is  included  in  an  assertion,  the  fallacy  of  which  has 
already  been  amply  exposed.  "  Once  take  away  the  ob 
ligation,"  saith  he,  "  of  conforming  to  the  will  of  Christ, 
and  the  reformation  is  declared  a  mischievous  insurrec 
tion,  in  which  all  parties  are  involved  in  aiding  and 
abetting  a  needless  and  schismatical  project.  But  if  it 
be  right  to  leave  good  men,  because  they  have  left  Jesus 
Christ,  it  is  right  not  to  admit  them  till  they  come  to  his 
terms."*  To  which  it  is  sufficient  to  reply,  that  to  leave 
good  men,  that  is,  to  refuse  to  join  with  them  in  those 
particulars  in  which  we  suppose  them  to  have  deviated 
from  the  will  of  Christ,  is  the  necessary  dictate  of  alle 
giance  ;  but  to  refuse  to  walk  with  them,  as  far  as  we 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Commimiou,  p.  55. 
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are  agreed,  to  repel  them  from  our  communion,  on  ac 
count  of  errors  and  corruptions,  in  which  we  are  under 
no  necessity  of  participating,  is  a  very  different  affair ; 
it  is  an  assumption  of  infallibility,  and  a  deliberate  in 
vasion  of  the  rights  of  conscience. 

The  logical  force  of  Mr.  Kinghorn's  conclusion,  is 
exactly  on  a  footing  with  that  of  the  following  argument. 
If  it  be  right  to  leave  my  friend  when  he  repairs  to  the 
gaming-table,  it  is  right  not  to  admit  him  into  my  house, 
till  he  has  relinquished  the  practice  of  gaming.  If  I 
must  not  go  with  him  to  the  theatre,  I  must  renounce  all 
sort  of  intercourse  with  him,  until  he  has  abandoned 
theatrical  amusements :  a  conclusion  to  which  a  stern 
moralist  may  easily  be  supposed  to  arrive,  but  which  no 
correct  reasoner  will  attempt  to  deduce  from  these  pre 
mises. 

That  the  mystical  body  of  Christ  is  one  and  one  only, 
and  that  all  sincere  believers  are  members  of  that  body, 
is  so  clearly  and  unequivocally  asserted  in  the  sacred 
Scriptures,  that  it  would  be  trifling  with  the  reader  to 
enter  into  a  formal  proof  of  a  proposition,  so  obvious  and 
so  undeniable.  The  wildest  heretical  extravagance  has 
never  proceeded  so  far,  as  to  ascribe  two  or  more  mys 
tical  bodies  to  the  same  Head,  or  to  deny  that  Christ  is, 
in  that  character,  really  and  virtually  united  to  all  the 
faithful.  It  is  equally  certain  that  the  term  church, 
whenever  it  is  applied  to  denote  the  whole  number  of 
believers  diffused  over  the  face  of  the  earth,  is  identified 
in  scripture  with  the  body  of  Christ.  The  church  is  in 
more  passages  than  one  affirmed  to  be  his  body.  "  He 
is  the  head  of  the  body,  the  church.  Who  now  rejoice," 
saith  St.  Paul,  "  in  my  sufferings  for  you,  and  fill  up  that 
which  is  behind  of  the  afflictions  of  Christ  in  my  flesh, 
for  his  body's  sake,  which  is  the  church"* 

In  the  language  of  scripture,  two  classes  of  men  only 
are  recognised,  believers  and  unbelievers,  the  church  and 
the  world ;  nor  is  it  possible  to  conceive,  in  consistency 
with  the  dictates  of  inspiration,  of  a  third.  All  who  are 

*  Col.  i.  18-24.    Eph.  v.  23,  30,  32. 
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in  Christ  are  in  a  state  of  salvation ;  all  who  belong  to 
the  world,  in  a  state  of  spiritual  death  and  condemna 
tion.  "  The  former  are  in  him  that  is  true,  even  in  his 
Son  Jesus  Christ ;  the  latter,  the  whole  world,  lieth  in 
the  wicked  one."  If  we  allow  ourselves  to  imagine  a 
description  of  persons,  who,  though  truly  sanctified  in 
Christ  and  united  to  him  as  their  Head,  are  yet  no  parts 
of  his  church,  we  adopt  a  Utopian  theory,  as  unfounded 
and  extravagant  as  the  boldest  fictions  of  romance.  It 
is  the  church,  and  that  only,  if  we  believe  the  inspired 
writers,  which  "  Christ  so  loved  as  to  give  himself  for  it, 
that  he  might  sanctify  it  and  cleanse  it ;"  it  is  that  alone, 
which  "  he  will  present  to  himself,  a  glorious  church,  not 
having  spot  or  wrinkle."* 

It  is  strange  that  Mr.  Kinghorn  should  not  explicitly 
inform  us,  whether  paedobaptists  are,  or  are  not,  to  be 
considered  as  a  part  of  this  universal  church.  This  he 
ought  certainly  to  have  done,  or  have  declined  entering 
on  a  branch  of  the  controversy  which,  he  must  be  aware, 
hinges  entirely  on  that  point.  If  they  are  admitted  to 
be  a  part  of  his  church,  and  he  still  contends  for  their 
exclusion,  this  is  formally  to  plead  for  a  schism  in  the 
body  ;  it  is  to  justify  the  forcible  separation  of  one  mem 
ber  from  another,  and  to  destroy  the  very  idea  of  its 
unity.  On  this  principle,  the  pathetic  exhortations  to 
perfect  co-operation  and  concord,  drawn  from  the  beau 
tiful  analogy  betwixt  the  mystical  and  natural  body,  in 
sisted  upon  in  the  first  Epistle  to  the  Corinthians,  are 
completely  superseded ;  and  one  member,  instead  of 
being  prohibited  from  saying  to  another,  "  I  have  no  need 
of  thee,"  is  taught  to  shrink  from  the  contact,  as  a  con 
tamination.  Whenever  we  are  invited  to  concur  in 
practices  which  we  esteem  erroneous  or  corrupt,  our 
refusal  to  comply  is  justified  by  a  principle  the  most 
obvious  and  the  most  urgent,  the  previous  obligation  of 
obeying  God,  rather  than  man ;  but  if  we  object  to  a 
transient  act  of  communion  with  a  member  of  the  body 
of  Christ,  on  account  of  those  errors  or  corruptions  in 

*  Ephes.  v.  27. 
VOL.    III.  U 
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which  we  are  not  called  to  participate,  we  are  guilty  of 
dividing  that  body.  The  reason  of  my  adverting  to  a 
transient  act,  is,  that  I  am  supposing  the  cause  of  sepa 
ration  to  rest  with  us,  and  that  a  member  of  a  different 
community  proposes  merely  to  unite  in  an  occasional  com 
memoration  of  the  ineffable  love  of  the  Redeemer, 
without  either  a  formal  renunciation  of  the  peculiarities  of 
his  sect,  or  an  attempt  to  introduce  them.  In  such  cir 
cumstances,  occasional  fellowship  is  all  that  can  be 
looked  for ;  the  adoption  of  different  modes  of  worship, 
a  predilection  for  different  rites  and  ceremonies,  will 
naturally  dispose  him  to  prefer  a  permanent  union  with 
professors  of  his  own  persuasion.  While,  in  the  mutual 
intercourse  of  such  societies,  a  disposition  to  recognise 
each  other  as  Christians  is  cultivated,  the  unity  of  the 
body  is  preserved,  notwithstanding  their  disagreement  in 
particular  points  of  doctrine,  or  of  discipline.  Owing  to 
a  diversity  of  judgement,  respecting  the  proper  organiza 
tion  of  churches,  obstacles,  at  present  invincible,  may 
prevent  their  incorporation;  and  it  is  left  to  the  con 
science  of  each  individual  to  determine  to  which  he  will 
permanently  unite  himself.  An  enlightened  Christian  will 
not  hesitate  for  a  moment,  in  declining  to  join  with  that 
society,  whatever  be  the  piety  of  its  individual  members, 
in  which  the  terms  of  communion  involve  his  concur 
rence  in  religious  observances,  of  whose  lawfulness  he 
entertains  any  doubt.  Hence  arises,  in  the  present  state 
of  religion,  an  impassable  barrier  to  the  perfect  inter 
community  of  Christian  societies.  But  it  is  not  upon 
this  ground  that  my  opponent  objects  to  the  practice  for 
which  we  are  contending.  He  rests  his  refusal  to  com 
mune  with  members  of  other  denominations,  on  the 
principle  of  their  not  being  entitled  to  be  recognized  as 
Christians.  He  protests  against  a  union  with  them, 
not  on  account  of  any  erroneous  or  superstitious  obser 
vances,  with  which  the  act  of  fellowship  is  necessarily 
combined,  but  because  he  considers  them  as  personally 
disqualified.  His  hypothesis  is  indeed  so  wild  and  inco 
herent,  that  it  is  difficult  to  state  it  with  accuracy,  or  to 
preserve  a  steady  conception  of  it  in  the  mind.  Accord- 
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ing  to  his  theory,  the  paedobaptists  occupy  a  station  the 
most  anomalous  and  extraordinary  that  ever  entered  the 
human  imagination.  Many  of  them  are  genuine  be 
lievers,  of  whose  exalted  piety  he  avows  the  fullest  con 
viction,  yet  they  are  not  to  be  recognized  as  Christians  ; 
they  are  members  of  the  mystical  body  of  Christ,  or 
they  could  derive  from  him  no  saving  influence  or  benefit, 
yet  are  excluded  from  all  the  advantages  resulting  from 
the  union  and  cooperation  of  the  several  parts  of  which  it 
consists ;  and  though,  as  a  portion  of  the  mystical  body, 
it  is  impossible  to  deny  them  a  place  in  the  one  catholic 
or  universal  church,  yet  it  is  the  duty  of  every  par 
ticular  church  to  disown  and  exclude  them.  In  short, 
the  great  majority  of  the  sincere  followers  of  the  Sa 
viour,  whose  names  are  written  in  the  Book  of  Life, 
are  totally  disqualified  for  performing  the  duties,  and 
enjoying  the  privileges,  which  distinguish  the  church 
from  the  world  ;  betwixt  which  they  occupy  some  inter 
mediate  place,  some  terra  incognita,  whose  existence  it 
is  as  difficult  to  ascertain,  as  the  limbus  patrum,  or  a 
mansion  in  the  moon.  In  the  present  state  of  the 
Christian  church,  that  extensive  portion  of  the  New  Tes 
tament,  which  was  designed  to  cement  the  affections, 
and  to  regulate  the  conduct  of  the  faithful  towards  eacL 
other,  is  superseded ;  its  precepts  are  in  a  state  of  sus 
pension  and  abeyance,  and  in  the  midst  of  the  Egyptian 
darkness  which  envelopes  the  Christian  world,  the  bap 
tists  alone  dwell  in  the  light  of  another  Goshen.  How 
ever  strange  these  positions  may  appear,  they  form  but 
a  part  of  the  absurdities  which  necessarily  flow  from 
our  authors  theory;  not  is  there  any  possible  way  of 
evading  them,  but  by  denying  that  paedobaptists  belong 
to  the  mystical  body  of  Christ,  or  demonstrating  the 
consistency  of  their  exclusion  with  the  union  and  co 
operation  which  St.  Paul  enjoins;  or  by  asserting  the 
existence  of  more  mystical  bodies  than  one,  destined  to 
subsist  apart. 


u  2 


CHAP.  IX. 

The  Injustice  of  the   Exclusion  of  other  Denominations 
considered  as  a  Punishment. 

IN  the  treatise  On  Terms  of  Communion  it  was  urged, 
that,  as  exclusion  from  the  communion  of  the  church  is 
the  highest  ecclesiastical  censure  which  it  is  possible  to 
inflict,  it  can  only  be  justified  on  the  supposition  of  a 
proportional  degree  of  demerit  in  the  objects  of  it.  If 
the  moral  turpitude  inherent  in  the  practice  of  infant 
baptism  is  of  an  order  which  entitles  it  to  be  compared 
to  the  habitual  indulgence  of  vice,  or  the  obstinate 
maintenance  of  heresy,  it  is  but  fit  it  should  be  placed 
on  the  same  level,  and  subjected  to  the  same  treatment ; 
but,  if  the  understanding  and  the  heart  equally  revolt  at 
such  a  comparison,  that  method  of  proceeding  must  be 
allowed  to  be  unjust.  To  this  our  author  replies  by 
denying  the  propriety  of  applying  the  term  exclusion  to  a 
bare  refusal  of  admission.  "  Words,"  he  informs  us, 
"  must  strangely  have  altered  their  meaning  before  such 
an  application  of  the  phrase  in  question  can  be  justified." 
To  be  compelled  to  dispute  about  the  meaning  of  terms 
is  always  humiliating,  but  that  his  assertion  is  unfounded, 
is  sufficiently  evident,  from  the  authority  of  the  most 
eminent  critics.  Our  great  lexicographer,  under  the 
word  exclude,  defines  it  thus,  "  to  shut  out,  to  hinder 
from  entrance,  or  admission  ;"  exclusion  he  defines,  "  the 
act  of  shutting  out,  or  denying  admission."  Thus  much 
for  Mr.  Kinghorn's  accuracy  as  a  grammarian.  Let  us 
next  examine  his  reasoning. 

He  denies  that  the  act  of  debarring  every  other  deno 
mination  from  admission  is  a  punishment — "  it  is  not 
considered  as  such  by  sensible  pasdobaptists."*  But  why 
is  it  not  ?  Solely  because  the  baptist  societies  are  too 
few  and  too  insignificant  to  enable  them  to  realise  the 
effects  of  their  system,  in  its  full  extent.  Their  princi- 
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pie  involves  an  absolute  interdict  of  church  privileges  to 
the  members  of  every  other  community ;  bnt,  being  an 
inconsiderable  minority,  there  are  not  wanting  numerous 
and  respectable  societies,  who  stand  ready  to  give  a  wel 
come  reception  to  the  outcasts,  and  to  succour  the  exiles. 
That  their  rejection  is  not  followed  by  its  natural  con 
sequence,  a  total  privation  of  the  communion  of  saints, 
is  not  to  be  ascribed,  in  the  smallest  degree,  to  the 
liberality  or  forbearance  of  our  opponents,  but  solely  to 
their  imbecility.  The  celebration  of  the  eucharist  they 
consider  as  null  and  void,  when  attended  to  by  a  pcedo- 
baptist ;  his  approach  to  the  table  is  absolutely  pro 
hibited  within  the  sphere  of  their  jurisdiction ;  and 
should  their  principles  ever  obtain  a  general  prevalence, 
the  commemoration  of  the  love  of  a  crucified  Saviour 
would  become  impracticable,  except  to  persons  of  their 
own  persuasion.  Instances  have  often  occurred  where 
the  illiberal  practice,  against  which  we  are  contending, 
has  been  felt  to  be  a  punishment  of  no  ordinary  seventy ; 
where  eminently  holy  men  have  been  so  situated,  that 
the  only  opportunity  they  possessed  of  celebrating  the 
passion  of  the  Redeemer  has  been  withheld,  and  they 
have  been  compelled,  most  reluctantly,  to  forego  one  of 
the  most  exalted  privileges  of  the  church;  nor  has  it 
ever  been  known,  that  compassion  for  the  peculiar  hard 
ship  of  the  case  was  suffered  to  suspend  the  unrelenting 
severity  of  the  sentence.  Let  me  ask  the  advocates  for 
the  exclusive  system,  whether  they  would  be  moved  for 
a  moment  to  extend  their  indulgence  to  a  solitary  indi 
vidual,  who  differed  from  them  on  the  subject  of  baptism, 
although  he  was  so  circumstanced  as  to  render  a  union 
with  other  classes  of  Christians  impossible  ? 

This  writer  affirms,  it  is  not  intended  as  a  punishment 
by  the  baptists,  and  strongly  remonstrates  against  the 
confounding  it  with  the  sentence  of  excommunication, 
on  account  of  immoral  delinquency.  He  concurs  with 
the  author  of  Terms  of  Communion  in  admitting  that, 
in  these  instances,  its  "  accordance  with  the  moral  nature 
of  man  may  and  does  give  it  authority  and  weight ;  in 
such  an  instance  as  the  incestuous  person  at  Corinth,  it 
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becomes  an  instrument  of  punishment.  He  was  in  the 
church,  and  could  be  expelled  from  it.  But  which  way 
the  censure  or  punishment  of  excommunication  and  ex 
pulsion  can  take  place  in  one  who  never  was  in  a 
society,  the  strict  baptists,"  he  tells  us,  "have  yet  to 
learn."* 

In  reply  to  this,  I  shall  not  descend  to  a  tedious  logo 
machy,  farther  than  just  to  remark,  that  this  writer  has, 
on  the  present  occasion,  fallen  into  a  similar  error  re 
specting  the  meaning  of  words  with  his  former.  Excom 
munication  is  synonymous  with  exclusion,  and  is  defined, 
by  the  highest  authority,  "an  ecclesiastical  interdict; 
exclusion  from  the  fellowship  of  the  church."t  The 
punishment  it  involves  is  exactly  proportioned  to  the 
value  of  the  privilege  it  withholds ;  and,  therefore,  to 
affirm  that  it  is  not  a  punishment,  is  equivalent  to  the 
assertion  that  the  fellowship  of  the  church  is  not  a 
benefit.  To  withhold  privileges  and  immunities  from 
him  who  is  legally  entitled  to  their  possession,  must  be 
supposed  to  be  felt  with  a  severity  proportioned  to  the 
justice  of  his  title,  and  the  magnitude  and  extent  of  his 
privations. 

By  refusing  to  admit  a  paedobaptist  to  the  privilege  of 
communion  with  us,  we,  in  fact,  affirm  his  incompetence 
to  commune  any  where  ;  we  deprive  him,  as  far  as  our 
influence  extends,  of  all  the  advantages  which  result 
from  the  fellowship  of  the  saints ;  and  that  he  is  not  re 
duced  to  the  situation  of  an  outcast  and  an  exile  from 
the  church,  is  in  no  degree  to  be  imputed  to  the  lenity 
of  our  decision,  but  to  the  limitation  of  our  power.  It 
is  surely  not  necessary  to  multiply  words,  to  prove  that 
the  equity  of  every  judicial  sentence  must  be  ascer 
tained,  by  considering  it  as  it  is  in  itself,  by  exploring  its 
tendency,  not  by  adverting  to  a  fortuitous  concurrence 
of  circumstances,  which  may  possibly  mitigate  or  ex 
tinguish  the  evils  with  which  it  is  fraught.  In  the  pre 
sent  instance,  we  must,  in  order  to  form  an  accurate 
judgement,  make  the  supposition,  that  the  sentence  of 
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excommunication  actually  operates,  in  its  full  extent,  so 
as  to  deprive  the  subject  of  it  of  all  the  consolation  and 
benefit  resulting  from  the  union  of  Christians ;  we  must 
suppose  that  no  asylum  is  left  to  which  he  can  retreat, 
no  community  remaining  where  he  can  hide  his  humilia 
tion,  and  his  shame.  For  that  there  is  any,  is  solely  to 
be  ascribed  to  the  prevalence  of  a  system  which  our  op 
ponents  are  accustomed  to  stigmatize  as  erroneous,  and 
for  the  existence  of  which  it  is  not  to  be  imagined, 
therefore,  they  will  assume  to  themselves  the  smallest 
credit.  Let  us  imagine,  what  Mr.  Kinghorn  will,  pro 
bably,  be  among  the  first  to  anticipate,  that  the  senti 
ments  of  the  baptists  triumphed  to  such  an  extent,  as  to 
be  embraced  by  dissenting  churches  in  general,  and  that 
the  opposite  views  were  retained  only  by  a  few  indi 
viduals  ;  let  us  suppose  one  of  the  latter  description  to 
possess  the  zeal,  the  humility,  the  devotion  of  a  Brainerd, 
and  that,  on  account  of  his  being  unable  to  perceive  the 
nullity  of  infant  baptism,  he  were  shut  out  from  every 
religious  society  within  his  reach,  though  acknowledged 
to  possess  an  elevation  of  character  which  threw  the 
virtues  of  others  into  the  shade ;  would  there  be  no 
hardship,  no  injustice,  in  this  case  ?  Would  it  be  suffi 
cient  to  silence  the  murmurs  of  indignation  to  remark,  that 
it  was  not  intended  as  a  punishment,  that  he  had  nothing 
to  complain  of ;  for  "  as  he  was  never  in  the  church,  he 
could  not  be  expelled  from  it  T  Would  such  cold  and 
trivial  subtleties,  were  they  as  correct  as  they  are  erro 
neous,  quell  the  instinctive  cry  of  justice,  demanding  a 
satisfactory  reason  for  placing  the  friend  and  the  enemy 
of  God,  the  devoted  servant  of  Christ  and  the  avowed 
despiser  of  the  great  salvation,  on  the  same  level,  and 
comprehending  them  in  one  and  the  same  sweeping 
censure  ?  If  these  characters  are  totally  opposed,  not 
merely  by  the  contrast  exhibited  between  the  vices  of  the 
world  and  the  virtues  it  is  most  prone  to  admire,  but  in 
consequence  of  the  possession,  by  one  of  the  parties,  of 
supernatural  and  sanctifying  grace,  where  is  the  equity 
of  confounding  them  together  by  the  interdict  of  religious 
privileges  ?  and  if  the  door  is  opened,  at  the  same  time, 
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for  the  admission  into  the  church  of  persons  of  a  charac 
ter  decidedly  inferior,  how  can  impartial  justice  be  as 
serted  to  hold  the  scale,  and  determine  the  merits  of  the 
respective  candidates  ; — -justice,  whose  office  it  is  to  ap 
preciate  the  rival  claims  of  competitors,  and  to  impart  to 
every  one  his  due  ?  The  iniquity  of  such  a  mode  of 
procedure  is  so  obvious  and  striking,  that  it  is  no  wonder 
we  find  our  opponents  exert  their  ingenuity  to  the 
utmost  in  attempting  to  palliate  and  disguise  it,  though 
the  issue. of  their  attempts  is  only  to  plunge  them  deeper 
in  perplexity  and  contradiction. 

The  author  of  Terms  of  Communion  had  remarked, 
"  that  there  was  no  difference  with  respect  to  the  present 
inquiry,  betwixt  the  refusal  of  a  candidate,  and  the  ex 
pulsion  of  a  member,  since  nothing  could  justify  the 
former  of  these  measures,  which  might  not  be  equally 
alleged  in  vindication  of  the  latter.  Both  amount  to  a 
declaration  of  the  parties  being  unworthy  to  communi 
cate."  To  this  Mr.  Kinghorn  replies,  by  observing  that 
"  in  one  case  the  party  is  declared  unworthy  from  moral 
delinquency  ;  in  the  other,  he  is  not  declared  unworthy, 
but  unqualified"  Here  it  is  plainly  conceded  that  pasdo- 
baptists  are  not  refused  on  a  moral  ground ;  whence  it 
necessarily  follows,  that  even  supposing  they  were  ac 
quitted  from  all  blame  in  practising  infant  baptism,  their 
exclusion  would  still  be  justifiable.  They  are  not  re 
pelled  from  the  sacrament,  it  seems,  on  account  of  any 
breach  of  duty  of  which  they  are  guilty ;  for  to  assert 
this,  would  be  to  contradict  himself,  by  resting  their  ex 
clusion  on  their  moral  delinquency.  They  incur  the  for 
feiture  of  all  the  privileges  of  the  church,  for  no  fault 
whatever;  and  whether  they  be  perfectly  free  from 
blame  or  not,  in  the  adoption  of  an  unauthorized  rite,  is 
a  consideration  totally  foreign  to  the  question,  and  it  is 
not  to  be  taken  into  the  account,  in  assigning  the  reasons 
for  their  non-admission.  Let  the  candid  reader  seriously 
ponder  this  extraordinary  concession  ;  let  him  ask  him 
self,  whether  he  is  prepared  to  believe  that,  in  consist 
ence  with  the  genius  of  the  gospel,  the  most  extensive 
forfeiture  of  religious  immunities  can  be  incurred  with- 
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out  guilt,  and  the  heaviest  ecclesiastical  censure  inflicted 
on  the  innocent.  He  will  doubtless  reject  such  a  sup 
position  with  unmingled  disgust ;  he  will  feel  no  hesita 
tion  in  deciding,  that  the  error  which  prohibits  a  church 
from  recognising  the  person  to  whom  it  is  ascribed,  as  a 
Christian,  which  Mr.  Kinghorn  expressly  applies  to  in 
fant  baptism,  must  incur  a  high  degree  of  culpability  in 
the  eyes  of  him  "  who  judgeth  righteous  judgement." 

The  glaring  inconsistency  of  this  whole  statement 
with  the  preceding  assertions  of  the  same  writer,  is  pal 
pable  and  obvious.  He  entirely  concurs  with  Mr.  Booth, 
in  characterizing  pasdobaptists  as  persons,  '*  who  do  not 
revere  Christ's  authority,  submit  to  his  ordinances,  nor 
obey  the  laws  of  his  house."  But  will  he  attempt  to 
distinguish  this  charge  from  that  of  moral  delinquency  ? 
Again,  quoting  the  declaration  of  St.  Paul,  that  "  the 
kingdom  of  God  consists  in  righteousness,  peace,  and 
joy  in  the  Holy  Ghost,"  he  adds,  "  now  as  far  as  the 
kingdom  of  God  consists  in  righteousness,  it  must  include 
obedience  to  practical  precepts,  both  moral  and  positive.* 
We  have  an  eminent  instance  of  submission  to  John's 
baptism  being  called  righteousness  by  our  Lord."  But 
if  the  paedobaptists  are  justly  chargeable  with  want  of 
righteousness,  and  on  that  account  are  not  entitled  to 
Christian  fellowship,  they  must  certainly  be  excluded  on 
the  ground  of  moral  delinquency.  If,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  deficiency  of  righteousness  involved  in  the 
practice  of  infant  baptism,  is  not  sufficient  to  justify 
such  a  treatment,  the  reasoning  in  the  above  passage  is 
utterly  futile.  By  denying  that  they  are  excluded  on 
the  ground  of  moral  delinquency,  at  the  same  time  that 
he  imputes  to  them  conduct  highly  criminal,  he  has  in 
volved  himself  in  inextricable  difficulties ;  since,  sup 
posing  it  could  be  proved  to  a  demonstration,  that  they 
did  "  not  revere  the  authority  of  Christ,"  &c.,  he  has  de 
prived  himself  of  the  power  of  urging  it  in  vindication 
of  his  system,  by  protesting  against  the  supposition  of 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  46. 
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his  resting  its  operation  on  moral  considerations.  But  if 
no  guilt  is  implied  in  these  charges,  why  are  they  ad 
duced  ?  and  if  there  be,  how  is  that  to  he  distinguished 
from  moral  delinquency  ?  He  tells  us  they  are  not  un 
worthy,  but  only  disqualified ;  whence  it  follows  that,  in 
his  opinion,  he  may  be  worthy  of  communion,  who 
u  does  not  revere  the  authority  of  Christ ;"  nor  would  it 
be  possible  to  dispute  his  title,  were  he  but  qualified. 

In  adopting  this  system,  he  professes  to  obey  the  di 
rections  and  to  imitate  the  conduct  of  the  Supreme 
Legislator,  whom  he  affirms  not  to  have  received  the 
unbaptized  into  the  gospel  dispensation.  If  this  profes 
sion  is  sincere,  he  surely  will  not  deny  that  it  is  his 
intention  to  proceed  on  the  same  grounds,  and  act  from 
the  same  motive,  with  the  great  Head  of  the  church. 

But  when,  by  refusing  to  admit  them  into  the  christ- 
ian  dispensation,  he  virtually  declares  them  disqualified, 
which  is  the  doctrine  of  this  writer,  is  it  under  the  cha 
racter  of  innocent  persons,  or  of  delinquents  ?  Will  he 
affirm  that  the  benefits  of  that  economy  are  withheld 
from  any  who  have,  by  no  act,  deserved  that  privation  ? 
Is  the  sentence  by  which  their  disqualification  is  incurred 
capricious  and  arbitrary,  or  is  it  merited  ?  To  say  it  is 
not,  would  be  impious ;  and  to  affirm  that  it  is,  is  to 
contradict  himself  by  founding  it,  after  all,  on  moral 
considerations,  or,  which  is  perfectly  equivalent,  on 
"moral  delinquency." 

The  distinction,  then,  which  he  has  attempted  to  es 
tablish  betwixt  being  unworthy,  and  being  disqualified,  is 
perfectly  nugatory ;  and  the  persons  to  whom  it  is  ap 
plied,  though  they  may  not  be  unworthy  in  other  res 
pects,  must  be  acknowledged  to  be  such,  on  account  of 
that  particular  instance  of  disobedience  for  which  they 
are  disqualified.  Their  disobedience  places  them  on  a 
footing  with  other  classes  of  delinquents,  by  shutting 
them  out  from  the  communion  of  saints.  They  incur 
the  same  forfeiture,  and  for  the  same  general  reason, 
want  of  practical  compliance  with  the  will  of  Christ. 
They  are  defective,  to  use  this  author's  own  language,  in 
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the  righteousness  of  the  kingdom ;  and,  though  they 
possess  faith,  they  fail  in  exhibiting  obedience. 

The  objections  formerly  urged  against  this  system, 
consequently  return  in  their  full  force.  Since  the  exclu 
sion  of  pa?dobaptists  must,  after  every  possible  evasion, 
be  founded  on  their  supposed  demerits,  if  these  are  ne 
cessarily  and  intrinsically  equal  to  the  moral  imperfec 
tions  which  are  tolerated  in  baptist  societies,  it  is  just. 
If,  among  the  millions  who  have  practised  infant  bap 
tism,  the  most  eminent  saint  whom  past  ages  have  pro 
duced  is  to  be  considered  as  more  criminal  on  that 
account  than  the  crowd  of  imperfect  Christians  whom 
we  admit  without  scruple  into  our  churches,  the  charge 
of  injustice  must  be  relinquished.  Unless  this  can  be 
sustained,  it  remains  undiminished  and  unimpaired. 

The  method  by  which  Mr.  Kinghorn  attempts  to  parry 
this  reasoning  is  a  recurrence  to  his  old  sophism,  which 
consists  of  confounding  together  tilings  totally  distinct, 
namely,  a  refusal  to  partake  in  objectionable  rites,  with 
the  exclusion  of  such  as  embrace  them  from  our  com 
munion.  Here  he  takes  occasion  to  affirm,  that  the 
same  objection  may  be  made  to  our  secession  from  the 
Romish,  as  from  the  established  church.* 

Did  we  repel  men  of  unquestionable  piety  on  account 
of  their  avowed  attachment  to  the  peculiarities  of  a  sect 
or  party,  there  would  be  a  propriety  in  identifying  our 
practice  with  that  of  our  opponents ;  for  in  that  case  we 

*  "  The  imposition  of  rites,"  says  Mr.  Kinghorn,  "  which  Christ 
has  not  commanded,  and  the  combination  of  those  sentiments  with 
the  structure  of  the  church,  which  we  think  injurious  to  its  nature,  and 
contrary  to  the  will  of  the  Lord,  have  rendered  it  necessary  for  us  to 
establish  a  separate  communion.  Here  the  fact  is,  that  we  feel  our 
selves  called  upon  to  say,  that  we  can  have  no  fellowship  with  them  in 
communion  at  the  Lord's  table.  On  this  ground  it  would  be  a  very 
easy  thing  to  represent  the  conduct  of  protestants  and  of  protestant 
dissenters,  in  the  same  dark  colouring  as  Mr.  Hall  has  applied  to  the 
strict  baptists.  Let  a  man  of  talent  exclaim  against  them  for  departing 
from  the  true  church ;  and  represent  their  conduct  in  establishing  a 
communion  of  their  own,  as  declaring  in  the  strongest  form,  that  they 
deem  others  unworthy  of  their  society,  and  that  in  so  doing  they  pro 
nounce  the  sentence  of  expulsion,  &c. ;  and  he  will  do  no  more  than 
Mr.  Hall  has  done  in  the  whole  of  this  part  of  his  reasoning."—  Bap 
tism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  t)3. 
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should  both  act  on  the  same  principle.  But  in  refusing 
to  join  in  a  communion  accompanied  by  appendages 
which  we  conscientiously  disapprove,  we  proceed  on  a 
totally  different  ground.  "We  recede  just  as  far  as  a 
moral  necessity  dictates,  and  no  farther.  Nor  is  it 
true,  as  this  writer  asserts,  that  this  mode  of  proceed 
ing  implies  as  severe  a  censure  on  the  societies  from 
which  we  dissent,  as  the  practice  which  we  are  opposing 
inflicts  on  pasdobaptists.  He  who  conceives  that  the 
posture  of  kneeling  is  an  unauthorized  innovation  on 
the  primitive  mode  of  celebrating  the  eucharist,  must 
necessarily  dissent  from  the  church  which  prescribes 
it :  but  will  it  be  affirmed  that  his  doing  so  implies  a 
conviction  that  the  adherents  to  that  rite  are  univer 
sally  disqualified  for  fellowship,  that  they  are  not  enti 
tled  to  be  acknowledged  Christians,  or  that  they  are 
so  deficient  in  the  righteousness  in  which  the  kingdom 
of  God  consists,  as  to  invalidate  their  profession,  and 
exclude  them  from  the  Christian  dispensation?  But 
these  are  the  charges  urged  against  the  peedobaptists. 
Let  the  smallest  error  imaginable  be  so  incorporated  with 
the  terms  of  communion  that  an  explicit  assent  to  it  is 
implied  in  that  act,  and  he  who  discerns  it  to  be  an  error 
must,  if  he  is  conscientious,  dissent,  and  establish  a 
separate  communion  :  but  are  there  any  prepared  to 
assert,  that  this  is  precisely  the  same  thing  as  to  repel 
the  person  who  embraces  it  from  the  Lord's  table  ?  I 
am  weary  and  ashamed  of  being  under  the  necessity  of 
occupying  the  reader's  attention  with  the  exposure  of 
such  obvious  fallacies.  Suffice  it  to  remark,  once  for 
all,  that  our  dissent  from  the  establishment  is  founded 
on  the  necessity  of  departing  from  a  communion  to 
which  certain  corruptions,  in  our  apprehension,  insepa 
rably  adhere  j  while  we  welcome  the  pious  part  of  that 
community  to  that  celebration  of  the  eucharist  which  we 
deem  unexceptionable.  We  recede  from  their  commu 
nion  from  necessity,  but  we  feel  no  scruple  in  admitting 
them  to  ours ;  while  our  strict  brethren  reject  them,  as 
well  as  every  other  description  of  peedobaptists,  altoge 
ther.  On  him  who  has  not  discernment  to  perceive,  or 
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candour  to  acknowledge,  the  difference  betwixt  these 
methods  of  proceeding,  all  further  reasoning  would  be 
wasted. 

One  more  evasion  must  be  noticed  before  we  conclude 
this  part  of  the  subject.  "  The  paedobaptists  are  repre 
sented  as  chargeable  with  nothing  more  than  a  miscon 
ception  of  the  nature  of  a  positive  institute.  But  this,  it 
is  observed,  is  not  the  question  before  us :  the  present 
controversy  relates  to  the  institute  itself.  It  is  not  whe 
ther  the  members  of  a  church  have  fully  and  properly 
conceived  the  nature  of  the  institute  to  which  they  have 
submitted.  If  this  were  the  case,  we  might  be  repre 
sented  as  expelling  the  ignorant  and  the  weak,  instead 
of  instructing  and  encouraging  them.  But  it  is,  whether 
an  institute  delivered  by  Christ  is  to  be  maintained,  or 
to  be  given  up."'"' 

To  this  I  reply  :  The  advocates  of  infant  baptism  are 
either  sincerely  of  opinion  that  the  rite  in  question 
ought  to  be  extended  to  infants,  or  they  are  guilty  of 
prevarication.  If  there  be  any  of  the  last  description  to 
be  found,  they  are  entirely  out  of  the  question ;  for, 
supposing  their  character  ascertained,  they  have  never 
been  contemplated  as  proper  objects  of  toleration.  With 
respect  to  the  former,  who  sincerely  believe  it  was  the 
intention  of  our  Lord  to  extend  the  rite  of  baptism  to 
the  infant  seed  of  believers,  is  it  possible  for  them  to 
act  otherwise  than  they  do  ?  With  what  then  arc  they 
chargeable,  except  with  a  misconception  of  a  positive 
institute  ?  And  if  we  are  not  to  repel  the  ignorant  and 
the  weak,  we  must  either  affirm  that  they  are  not  igno 
rant  in  this  particular,  and  thus  accuse  them,  contrary  to 
the  supposition,  of  wilful  prevarication,  or  we  must  tole 
rate  them.  Though  we  are  far  from  insinuating  that  our 
psedobaptist  brethren  are,  in  general,  either  ignorant  or 
weak,  yet  as  ignorance  and  weakness  are  undoubtedly 
adequate  to  the  production  of  any  misconception,  on  the 
subject  of  religion  not  fundamental,  they  will  conse 
quently  account  for  the  error  which  has  given  birth  to 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Comrauuiou,  p.  65. 
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infant  baptism  :  and  just  as  far  as  it  is  capable  of  being 
ascribed  to  tbis  source,  its  abettors  are,  by  our  author's 
concession,  objects  of  forbearance.  And  since  there  is 
no  medium,  but  all  psedobaptists,  however  discerning  in 
other  respects,  must  either  be  supposed  ignorant  in  this 
particular,  or  to  prevaricate ;  forbearance  must  be  ex 
tended  to  as  many  of  them  as  are  deemed  sincere ; 
beyond  which  we  are  as  unwilling  to  extend  it  as  he  is. 
While  they  entertain  their  present  views  on  the  subject 
of  baptism,  they  must  either  administer  it  to  infants,  or 
violate  the  dictates  of  conscience  ;  and  therefore,  if  they 
are  chargeable  with  any  thing  more  than  a  misconception, 
the  matter  of  that  charge  must  be  deduced  from  their 
acting  like  upright  men ;  an  accusation  which  we  hope, 
for  the  honour  of  human  nature,  will  proceed  from  none 
but  strict  baptists. 

The  sum  of  what  has  been  advanced  on  this  head  is, 
that  the  privation  of  communion  is  an  evil  exactly  pro 
portioned  to  the  value  of  that  benefit  ;  that  as  far  as  the 
tendency  of  the  exclusive  system  is  concerned,  and  to  the 
utmost  power  of  its  abettors,  the  evil  is  extended  to 
every  denomination  except  one ;  that  it  is  either  inflicted 
on  account  of  moral  delinquency,  or  is  utterly  unmerited; 
since,  if  that  ground  be  relinquished,  their  exclusion 
must  be  asserted  to  be  just,  even  supposing  them  per 
fectly  innocent ;  that  whatever  blame  may  be  imputed, 
bears  no  proportion  to  that  which  incurs  the  forfeiture 
of  the  same  privilege  in  other  instances,  nor  to  the  faults 
and  imperfections  which  are  daily  tolerated  without 
scruple ;  and,  finally,  since  the  practice  which  is  treated 
with  so  much  severity  is  the  necessary  result  of  a  miscon 
ception  of  the  nature  of  a  positive  institute,  which  is  only 
another  name  for  ignorance  or  weakness  in  that  particu 
lar,  to  make  it  the  pretext  of  expulsion  or  excommuni 
cation,  is  repugnant  to  the  maxims  even  of  our  oppo 
nents. 


CHAP.  X. 

On  the  Contrariety  of  the  Maxims  and  Sentiments  of  tJie 
Advocates  of  Strict  Communion,  to  those  which  prevailed 
in  the  early  Ages  ;  in  which  the  Innovation  imputed  to 
them  by  the  Author  is  vindicated  from  the  Charge  of 
Misrepresentation. 

IN  order  to  comprehend  the  true  state  of  the  question, 
as  it  respects  the  practice  of  Christian  antiquity,  it  may 
be  convenient  to  distribute  it  into  three  periods ;  the 
first  including  the  time  during  which  correct  sentiments 
on  the  subject  of  baptism  universally  prevailed ;  the 
second,  that  in  which  a  gradual  transition  was  made  from 
the  practice  of  adult  to  that  of  infant  baptism;  the 
third,  the  period  in  which  the  latter  obtained  a  general 
and  almost  undisputed  ascendency. 

On  the  first  of  these  periods  little  need  be  said. 
Where  there  are  no  dissimilar  elements,  there  can  be  no 
mixture  ;  and  therefore  to  affirm  that  the  practice  we  are 
contending  for  was  unknown  in  the  earliest  ages  of  the 
Christian  church,  is  little  more  than  an  identical  proposi 
tion.  While  no  demur  or  dispute  subsisted  respecting 
either  the  form  or  the  application  of  the  baptismal  rite, 
a  punctual  compliance  with  it  was  expected  and  enforced 
by  the  presidents  of  Christian  societies,  for  precisely  the 
same  reason  which  suggested  a  similar  mode  of  proceed 
ing  to  the  apostles.  It  was  a  part  of  the  will  of  Christ, 
in  the  interpretation  of  which  no  division  of  opinions 
subsisted  among  the  faithful.  The  next  period  is  that, 
during  which  an  innovation  was  gradually  introduced, 
by  extending  the  ceremony  in  question  to  infants — a  pe 
riod  which,  from  the  commencement  of  the  third  unto 
the  close  of  the  fourth,  probably  comprehended  the 
space  of  two  centuries.  Supposing  the  modern  practice 
to  have  been  first  introduced  towards  the  end  of  the 
second,  or  the  beginning  of  the  third  century,  which 
corresponds  to  the  time  at  which  it  is  distinctly  noticed 
by  Tertullian,  the  first  writer  who  explicitly  mentions  it, 
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we  cannot  suppose  a  shorter  space  was  requisite  to  pro 
cure  it  that  complete  establishment  and  ascendency 
which  it  possessed  in  the  time  of  St.  Austin.  During 
that  long  interval  there  must  have  been  some  who  still 
adhered  to  the  primitive  practice,  and  others  who  fa 
voured  and  adopted  the  more  recent  innovations ;  there 
must,  in  other  words,  have  been  baptists  and  psedobap- 
tists  cotemporary  with  each  other.  What  became  of 
that  portion  of  the  ancient  church  which  refused  to 
adopt  the  baptism  of  infants  ?  Did  they  separate  from 
their  brethren  in  order  to  form  distinct  and  exclusive 
societies  ?  Of  this,  not  the  faintest  trace  or  vestige  is  to 
be  found  in  ecclesiastical  history ;  and  the  supposition  is 
completely  confuted  by  the  concurrent  testimony  of  an 
cient  writers  to  the  universal  incorporation  of  orthodox 
Christians  into  one  grand  community.  We  challenge 
our  opponents  to  produce  the  shadow  of  evidence  in  fa 
vour  of  the  existence,  during  that  long  tract  of  time,  of 
a  single  society  of  which  adult  baptism  was  the  distin 
guishing  characteristic.  Tertullian,  it  is  acknowledged, 
is  the  first  who  distinctly  and  unequivocally  adverts  to 
the  contrary  practice  :  and  as  he  expresses  disapproba 
tion  of  it  at  the  same  time,  without  the  remotest  intima 
tion  of  the  propriety  of  making  it  the  ground  of  separa 
tion,  he  must  be  allowed  to  form  one  instance  of  the  prac 
tice  of  mixed  communion ;  and  unless  we  are  disposed  to 
assert  that  the  modern  innovation  in  the  rite  of  baptism 
supplanted  the  original  ordinance  at  once,  multitudes 
must  have  been  in  precisely  the  same  situation.  We 
well  know  that  in  the  latter  period  of  his  life,  he  did 
secede  from  the  orthodox  catholic  church ;  but  we  are 
equally  certain  that  he  was  moved  to  this  measure,  not 
by  his  disapprobation  of  infant  baptism,  but  solely  by 
his  attachment  to  the  Montanists. 

We,  therefore,  offer  our  opponents  the  alternative, 
either  of  affirming  that  the  transition  from  the  primitive 
to  the  modern  usage,  was  sudden  and  instantaneous,  in 
opposition  to  all  that  observation  suggests  respecting  the 
operations  of  mind,  or  of  acknowledging  that,  for  two 
centuries,  the  predecessors  of  the  present  baptists  unani- 
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mously  approved  and  practised  a  mixed  communion — a 
communion  in  which  baptists  and  pasdobaptists  united  in 
the  same  societies. 

Thus  it  appears  that  the  system  we  are  advocating,  in 
stead  of  being,  as  Booth  and  Kinghorn  assert,  a  "  mo 
dern  invention,"  was  introduced  as  early  as  it  was  possible 
— as  early  as  the  dissimilar  materials  existed  of  which 
the  combination  under  discussion  is  formed.  It  is  evi 
dent,  that  no  sooner  did  a  difference  of  opinion  on  the 
subject  of  baptism  arise,  than  the  system  of  forbearance 
recommended  itself  at  once  to  all  who  adhered  to  the 
sentiments  of  the  modern  baptists,  throughout  every  part 
of  the  world  ;  and  that  it  is  the  opposite  principle  which 
has  to  contend  with  all  the  odium  and  suspicion  attached 
to  recent  innovations. 

When  we  descend  to  the  third  period,  we  are  presented 
with  a  new  scene.  After  the  commencement  of  the  fourth 
century,  down  to  the  agra  of  the  Reformation,  the  baptism 
of  infants  was  firmly  established,  and  prevailed  to  such 
an  extent,  that  few  traces  of  the  ordinance,  in  its  primi 
tive  state,  are  to  be  discerned.  Many  of  the  Waldenses, 
however,  are  judged,  with  great  appearance  of  evidence, 
to  have  held  opinions  on  that  subject  coincident  with 
those  by  which  we,  as  a  denomination,  are  distinguished. 
By  their  persecutors  of  the  Romish  community  they  are 
usually  stigmatized  and  reproached  for  holding  the  ana 
baptist  heresy ;  while  it  appears,  on  the  contrary,  that 
there  were  not  wanting  some  amongst  them  who  prac 
tised  the  baptism  of  infants.*  These  opposite  statements, 
exhibited  with  equal  confidence,  on  this  obscure  branch 
of  ecclesiastical  history,  are  best  reconciled  and  accounted 
for,  by  supposing  them  divided  in  their  sentiments  on 
that  particular.  No  indication,  however,  is  discoverable 
of  a  rupture  in  external  communion  having  occurred  on 

*  See  The  History  of  the  Baptists,  by  Mr.  Ivimey,  in  which  this 
subject  is  discussed  with  much  care  and  impartiality.  To  those  who 
wish  for  information  respecting  many  curious  and  important  circum 
stances  connected  with  the  progress  of  the  baptist  opinions,  I  would 
earnestly  recommend  the  perusal  of  that  valuable  work,  for  which  the 
public  at  large,  and  our  own  denomination  in  particular,  are  much  in 
debted  to  the  pious  and  laborious  author. 
VOL.  III.  X 
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that  account ;  and,  from  the  acknowledged  difficulty  of 
ascertaining  the  separate  existence  of  baptist  societies 
during  the  middle  ages,  and  until  the  period  of  the  Re 
formation,  the  necessary  inference  is,  either  that  there 
were  none,  during  that  interval,  who  adhered  to  the 
primitive  institute,  or,  as  is  far  more  probable,  that  they 
were  mingled  and  incorporated  with  persons  of  another 
persuasion. 

Hence  it  is  manifest  that  the  concurrent  testimonies  of 
the  fathers  of  the  three  or  four  first  centuries,  in  proof  of 
the  necessity  of  baptism  to  church  fellowship,  are  urged 
to  no  purpose  whatever,  unless  it  could  be  shown  that 
there  was  no  mixed  communion,  no  association  of  the 
advocates  of  adult,  with  the  patrons  of  paedobaptism, 
known  in  those  ages ;  a  supposition  which  is  at  direct 
variance  with  facts.  Nor  is  it  at  all  difficult  to  assign  a 
satisfactory  reason  for  that  combination  of  testimonies 
which  the  writings  of  the  fathers  supply  in  favour  of  the 
essential  connexion  of  the  two  ordinances.  The  scanty 
writings  which  remain  of  the  authors  of  the  second  cen 
tury,  afford  no  decisive  indication  of  the  existence  of 
infant  baptism  in  the  period  in  which  they  flourished ; 
and,  during  the  third,  the  few  authors  whose  works  have 
descended  to  us,  appear,  with  the  exception  of  Tertul- 
lian,  to  have  imbibed  the  psedobaptist  persuasion.  It 
was  natural  for  the  first  class  of  these  fathers,  who  lived 
at  a  time  when  no  doubt  or  dispute  had  arisen  on  the 
subject,  to  insist  on  a  compliance  with  that  ordinance  ; 
nor  was  it  possible  for  the  second,  who  extended  baptism 
to  infants,  and  considered  it  as  the  indispensable  means 
of  regeneration,  to  pursue  another  course. 

That  there  was  a  mixture  of  persons,  of  different  per 
suasions,  in  Christian  societies,  during  the  period  to 
which  we  have  adverted,  appears  to  be  an  unquestion 
able  fact ;  but  in  what  manner  those  who  adhered  to  the 
primitive  institution  reasoned  on  the  subject,  as  they 
have  left  no  writings  behind  them,  or  none  which  touch 
on  this  subject,  must  be  left  to  conjecture.  Whether 
they  defended  their  conduct  on  precisely  the  same  prin 
ciples  with  ourselves,  or  whether  they  considered  pa3do 
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baptism  as  not  so  properly  nullifying,  as  corrupting  or 
enfeebling,  a  Christian  ordinance,  it  is  to  little  purpose  to 
inquire.  It  is  sufficient  for  us  to  know,  that  the  practice 
which  is  stigmatized  as  modem,  existed  as  early  as  a 
difference  of  opinion  on  the  subject  arose. 

In  my  former  treatise  I  had  remarked,  "  that  the  de 
cision  of  Christian  writers,  that  baptism,  in  some  form  or 
other,  must  necessarily  precede  the  celebration  of  the 
eucharist,  supposing  it  ever  so  unanimous,  affords  but  a 
feeble  proof,  since  it  assumes  for  its  basis  the  impossi 
bility  of  the  universal  prevalence  of  error."  The  truth 
of  this  assertion  is  almost  self-evident ;  for  if  it  be  pos 
sible  for  error  to  prevail  universally,  what  should  prevent 
the  possibility  of  its  doing  so  in  this  particular  instance  ? 
"  No,"  says  our  author,  "  it  assumes  a  very  different 
principle ;  that  the  human  mind  in  all  its  wanderings 
never  took  this  direction  before."*  But  what  is  the  dif 
ference  betwixt  affirming,  that  the  opinion  which  sepa 
rates  the  title  to  communion,  from  baptism,  was  unknown 
until  it  was  adopted  by  the  advocates  of  mixed  commu 
nion,  and  asserting  "  that  the  human  mind  never  took 
this  direction  before  ?"  Are  they  any  thing  more  than 
two  different  modes  of  expressing  the  same  proposition  ? 
To  say,  then,  that  the  argument  in  question  assumes  for 
its  basis  "  that  the  human  mind  never  took  this  direction 
before,"  is  to  say,  that  it  assumes  to  itself  a  method  of 
reasoning  most  repugnant  to  the  rules  of  logic,  however 
familiar  with  this  writer. 

He  feels  very  indignant  at  my  affirming  that  the  right 
of  excluding  persons  of  unquestionable  worth  and  piety 
was  never  claimed  by  antiquity.  In  opposition  to  this, 
he  adduces  the  example  of  Cyprian,  who  insisted  on  the 
rebaptization  of  heretics  and  schismatics,  previous  to 
their  reception  into  the  body  of  the  faithful.  If  it  be 
considered,  however,  in  what  light  heretics  and  schis 
matics  were  contemplated  by  that  celebrated  father,  the 
objection  vanishes;  since  no  doubt  can  be  entertained, 
that  their  preceding  profession  of  Christianity  was  consi 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  145. 
x  '2 
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clered  by  him  as  a  mere  nullity,  their  faith  fundamen 
tally  erroneous,  the  privileges  they  supposed  themselves 
to  possess,  a  vain  illusion,  and  the  entire  system  of  their 
religion,  an  abomination  in  the  sight  of  God.  We  find 
him  every  where  exerting  his  utmost  powers  of  language, 
which  were  by  no  means  inconsiderable,  in  stigmatizing 
their  character  and  degrading  their  pretensions.  Having 
little  taste  for  quotation,  the  following  passages  may 
suffice  to  convince  the  reader  under  what  opprobrious 
colours  he  was  accustomed  to  represent  that  description 
of  professors.  It  is  proper  just  to  premise,  that,  on  their 
manifesting  a  disposition  to  return  to  the  catholic  church, 
while  Cyprian  contended  for  the  necessity  of  their  being 
rebaptized  before  they  were  admitted,  his  opponent  Ste 
phen  insisted  on  the  sufficiency  of  recantation,  accompa 
nied  with  the  imposition  of  hands,*  without  reiterating 
a  rite,  which  he  concluded  could  not  be  repeated  with 
out  profanation.  The  latter  opinion,  in  spite  of  the  high 
authority  of  the  African  father,  being  confirmed  by  the 
council  of  Nice,  became  the  received  doctrine  of  the 
church,  and  the  opposite  tenet  was  finally  denounced  as 
heresy.  But  to  return  to  Cyprian : — "  We,"  said  he, 
"  affirm,"  referring  to  the  Novatians,  who  were  esteemed 
schismatics,  "  that  those  who  come  to  us  are  not  rebap 
tized,  but  baptized.  For  neither  do  they  receive  any 
thing,  where  there  is  nothing ;  but  they  come  to  us,  that 
they  may  receive  here,  where  all  grace  and  truth  is."t 
After  stigmatizing  the  baptism  of  schismatics,  as  "a 
filthy  and  profane  dipping,"  he  complains,  that  certain  of 
his  colleagues  '•  did  not  consider  that  it  was  written,  he 
who  is  baptized  by  the  dead,  what  profit  does  he  derive 
from  his  washing  ?  But  it  is  manifest,  that  they  who  are 
not  in  the  church  are  numbered  amongst  the  dead,  and 
cannot  possibly  be  quickened  by  him  who  is  not  alive  ; 
since  there  is  one  only  church,  which  having  obtained 
the  grace  of  eternal  life,  both  lives  for  ever,  and  quickens 
the  people  of  God."+ 

*  Cypriani  Epistolae,  p.  210.    Oxonii,  anno  1682. 
f  Ibid.  p.  194.  J  Id   ibid. 
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Speaking  of  heretics,  he  makes  a  distinction  betwixt 
such  as,  having  been  members  of  the  catholic  church, 
fell  into  heresy  for  a  time,  but  were  afterwards  reco 
vered,  and  such  as  sprang  originally  from  them.  "With 
respect  to  the  latter,  he  says,  "  If  he  who  comes  from 
the  heretics  has  not  been  before  baptized  in  the  church, 
but  comes  entirely  alien  and  profane,  he  is  to  be  bap 
tized,  that  he  may  become  a  sheep,  because  the  only 
holy  water  which  can  make  sheep  is  in  the  church." 
In  another  epistle,  we  find  him  reasoning  in  the  fol 
lowing  manner: — "The  very  interrogation,"  he  says, 
"  which  takes  place  in  baptism,  bears  witness  to  the 
truth.  Dost  thou  believe  in  eternal  life,  and  the  re 
mission  of  sins  by  the  holy  church  ?  We  mean  by  it, 
that  the  remission  of  sins  is  given  only  in  the  church  ; 
but,  amongst  heretics,  where  the  church  is  not,  sins 
cannot  be  remitted.  Let  them  therefore  who  plead 
for  heretics,  (that  is,  for  their  admission  into  the  church 
without  rebaptizing,)  either  alter  the  interrogation,  or 
vindicate  the  truth;  unless  they  are  disposed  to  give 
the  appellation  of  the  church  to  those  whom  they  as 
sert  to  possess  true  baptism/'* 

His  epistles  are  full  of  similar  sentiments.  What  re 
semblance,  let  me  ask,  are  they  perceived  to  bear  to 
the  principles  on  which  strict  communion  is  founded ; 
or  who  will  be  so  absurd  as  to  affirm  that  the  example  of 
Cyprian,  in  rejecting  the  communion  of  persons  whom 
he  esteemed  spiritually  dead,  and  incapacitated  for  re 
ceiving  the  remission  of  sins,  affords  the  least  counte 
nance  for  treating  in  a  similar  manner,  such  as  are 
acknowledged  to  possess  the  most  eminent  and  exalted 
piety  ?  "  True,"  Mr.  Kinghorn  replies,  "  but  when  they 
requested  admission  into  the  catholic  orthodox  church, 
they  had  ceased  to  be  heretics  or  schismatics,  since  they 
left  the  societies  where  heresy  was  professed,  acknow 
ledged  their  former  error,  and  requested  to  be  numbered 
with  the  orthodox.  Notwithstanding  this,  however, 
Cyprian  insisted  on  their  being  re-baptized."t  But  why 

*  Cypriani  Episfolae,  p.  194. 

•j-  Baptism  a  ierm  ol  Communion,  p.  152. 
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did  he  insist  upon  it  ?  He  tells  us  himself,  it  was  he- 
cause  "  they  had  received  nothing,  they  were  baptized 
by  the  dead  \  they  wanted  "•  that  holy  water  peculiar  to 
the  church,  which  alone  can  vivify ;"  and  their  pretended 
baptism,  or,  to  use  his  own  words,  "  their  profane  dipping" 
was  necessarily  unaccompanied  with  the  remission  of 
sins.  In  short,  however  well  they  might  be  disposed, 
and  prepared,  on  the  application  of  due  means,  for  the 
reception  of  the  highest  benefits,  they  were,  as  yet,  in 
his  estimation,  in  a  state  of  unregeneracy.  Hence  the 
reader  may  judge  of  the  pertinence  and  correctness  of 
the  subsequent  remark  : — "  Their  interest  in  the  blessings 
of  the  Christian  covenant,"  says  Mr.  Kinghorn,  "  was  not 
doubted,  yet  their  right  to  the  Lord's  supper  was  doubted, 
because  the  validity  of  their  baptism  was  questioned."* 
"  Their  interest  in  the  blessings  of  the  covenant  was  not 
doubted"  although  Cyprian  declares  his  conviction,  that 
they  had  received  nothing,  that  their  baptism  was  a 
nullity,  that  they  wanted  the  only  water  which  could 
quicken,  and  that,  instead  of  it,  they  had  received  only 
a  "  sordid  and  profane  dipping,  which  could  not  possibly 
be  accompanied  with  the  remission  of  sins." 

The  reader  will  be  at  no  loss  to  determine  which  of  us 
is  justly  chargeable  with  "  taking  the  present  state  of 
opinion,  and  of  applying  it  to  former  ages ;"  when  he 
perceives  that  my  opponent  is  so  possessed  with  these 
ideas,  as  to  be  utterly  incapable  of  contemplating  the 
sentiments  of  Cyprian  through  the  right  medium.  He 
entirely  forgets  the  importance  he  attached  to  baptism  as 
a  regenerating  ordinance  ;  and  his  denial,  that  the  persons 
of  whom  he  was  treating  had  received  it ;  which,  com 
bined  together,  must  necessarily  have  placed  them,  in  his 
estimation,  at  the  utmost  remove  from  the  situation  in 
which  pious  pasdobaptists  are  at  present  considered. 

His  opponent,  Stephen,  contended  for  the  propriety  of 
receiving  them  without  a  repetition  of  that  rite,  because 
he  already  conceived  it  had  been  truly  and  solidly  per 
formed  :  this  Cyprian  denied,  and  the  only  question  in 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  154. 
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debate  respected  the  validity  of  a  ceremony  which  both 
equally  esteemed  to  be  the  necessary  means  of  regenera 
tion.  Upon  the  principles  common  to  both,  the  African 
father  reasoned  with  most  consistency :  for  how  could 
heretics  and  schismatics,  who  were  acknowledged  to  be 
spiritually  dead,  communicate  life  by  the  performance  of 
a  ceremony?  and  how  totally  incongruous  to  suppose 
every  part  of  their  religious  service  devoid  of  vitality 
and  force,  except  their  baptism,  by  which,  as  Cyprian 
continually  urges,  they  were  supposed  to  confer  that 
renovating  spirit  which,  in  every  other  instance,  they 
were  denied  to  possess. 

But,  whatever  judgment  may  be  formed  of  the  merits 
of  this  controversy,  nothing  can  be  more  impertinent  to 
the  question  at  issue  betwixt  my  opponent  and  myself, 
which  is  simply,  whether  the  refusal  to  admit  persons  of 
unquestioned  piety  into  the  church,  was  the  doctrine  of 
the  ancient  fathers.  In  proof  of  this,  he  alleges  the 
example  of  Cyprian,  who  contended  for  the  necessity  of 
rebaptizing  such  as  had  been  already  reclaimed  from 
heresy  and  schism.  Now,  if  Cyprian's  ideas  on  the 
subject  of  baptism  had  been  the  same,  or  in  any  degree 
similar  to  those  which  are  at  present  entertained  the 
objection  would  have  been  forcible  ;  but  when  we  learn 
from  his  own  mouth,  that  his  demand  was  founded  on 
their  not  having  been  "  quickened"  on  their  wanting 
"  the  water  of  lite,"  on  their  not  having  approached  the 
fountain  of  renovation  and  pardon,  in  a  word,  on  their 
still  remaining  unregenerate  ;  what  can  be  conceived  more 
futile,  than  to  adduce  his  authority  for  refusing  a  class  of 
persons  to  whom  it  is  acknowledged  none  of  these  ob 
jections  apply?  Let  us  first  insist  on  the  admission  of 
those  whom  we  believe  to  be  destitute  of  regeneration 
and  pardon,  and  we  must  dispose  of  the  authority  of 
Cyprian  as  we  can ;  but,  till  that  is  the  case  however 
we  differ  from  him  in  its  application,  we  act  on  one  and 
the  same  principle. 

Mr.  Kinghorn  is  very  anxious  to  prevent  his  readers 
from  being  led  to  suppose,  from  certain  passages  I  had 
quoted,  that  Cyprian  was  a  friend  to  mixed  communion. 
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If  he  means  by  this  that  he  was  not  disposed  to  admit 
into  the  church  such  as  were,  on  all  hands,  acknowledged 
to  he  unbaptized,  his  opinion  is,  undoubtedly,  correct  ; 
nothing  was  more  remote  from  my  intention  than  to  in 
sinuate  the  contrary.  But  if  it  is  his  intention  to  affirm 
that  Cyprian  was  averse  to  the  mixture  of  baptists  and 
paedobaptists  at  the  Lord's  table,  he  must  be  supposed  to 
assert  that  there  were  none  in  his  communion  who 
adhered  to  what  we  conceive  the  primitive  institute ; 
and,  considering  the  extensive  influence  which  he  de 
rived  from  his  station  as  metropolitan  of  Africa,  and  the 
celebrity  of  his  character,  this  is  equivalent  to  an  admis 
sion  that  it  had  totally  disappeared  from  that  province  as 
early  as  the  middle  of  the  third  century ;  a  dangerous 
concession,  as  well  as  a  most  improbable  supposition.  It 
is  to  suppose  that  a  corruption  (as  we  must  necess<*rily 
deem  it)  of  a  Christian  ordinance,  the  explicit  mention  of 
which  first  occurs  but  fifty  years  before,  had  already 
spread  with  such  rapidity  through  Africa,  as  to  efface 
every  trace  and  relic  of  the  primitive  practice.  It  is 
unnecessary  to  observe  the  important  advantage  which 
such  a  concession  would  yield  in  the  controversy  with 
paedobaptists.  The  truth  is,  that  unless  we  are  disposed 
to  admit  that  the  baptism  of  infants  had  already  totally 
supplanted  the  original  ordinance  throughout  the  Catho 
lic  church,  Cyprian  must  be  allowed  to  have  patronised 
mixed  communion  in  precisely  the  same  sense  in  which 
it  is  countenanced  at  present  by  our  pa3dobaptist  bre 
thren. 

This  may  suffice  to  rescue  me  from  the  charge  of 
misrepresenting  the  sentiments  of  Cyprian ;  an  accusa 
tion  which  excited  so  much  surprise,  that  I  determined 
to  reperuse  the  epistles  of  that  celebrated  writer ;  but 
after  carefully  reading  every  line,  I  must  solemnly  declare 
that  I  feel  at  a  loss  to  discover  a  shadow  of  ground  for 
this  imputation. 

It  is  not,  however,  the  sentiments  of  Cyprian  only  that 
I  am  charged  with  misrepresenting ;  the  donatists  it  is 
affirmed,  proceeded  on  the  same  views,  when  they  insisted 
on  the  necessity  of  rebaptizing  the  members  of  the 
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catholic  church.  "They  acted,"  he  says,  "exactly  on 
the  same  principle  which  Mr.  Hall  reprobates."  That 
principle,  it  is  unnecessary  to  repeat,  is  the  propriety, 
not  of  baptizing  such  as  have  been  induced,  through 
misconception,  to  neglect  the  valid  performance  of  that 
rite,  which  is  our  uniform  practice,  but  the  exclusion  of 
those,  against  whom  nothing  is  alleged,  besides  the  inva 
lidity  of  their  baptism.  But  nothing  can  be  more  re 
mote  from  the  ground  on  which  the  donatists  proceeded. 
They  conceived  the  whole  Christian  world  contaminated 
by  then*  communion  with  the  African  traditors  ;*  that 
they  had  fallen  into  a  state  of  deep  and  deadly  corruption, 
and,  so  far  were  they  from  founding  the  separation  on 
the  insufficiency  of  their  baptism,  that  they  inferred  its 
invalidity  solely  from  the  moral  contagion  they  were 
deemed  to  have  contracted,  and  from  the  abominations 
they  were  supposed  to  tolerate.t  They  considered  the 
church  of  Christ,  as  far  as  the  catholic  societies  were 
concerned,  as  extinct ;  and,  on  that  account,  were  vehe 
mently  urged  by  St.  Austin  to  reconcile  their  hypothesis 
with  the  promise  made  to  Abraham,  "  that  in  his  seed 
all  nations  of  the  earth  should  be  blessed."  But  will 
any  pa?dobaptist  be  found  so  absurd  as  to  press  the  ad 
vocates  of  strict  communion  with  a  similar  argument  ? 
And  will  it,  after  this,  be  contended,  that  the  conduct  of 
the  donatists,  in  refusing  to  admit  the  baptism  of  men 
whom  they  viewed  as  plunged  in  a  state  of  hopeless 
degeneracy,  bears  any  resemblance  to  the  conduct  of 
those  who  repel  such  as  they  affect  to  regard  as  the  most 
excellent  of  the  earth  ? 

This  writer  is  highly  offended  with  my  presuming  to 
express  a  conviction  that  the  advocates  of  strict  commu 
nion  have  violated  more  maxims  of  antiquity  than  any 
other  sect  upon  record.  The  extent  to  which  they  have 

*  Those  who  delivered  np  the  sacred  writings. 

•{•  "  Dicit  enim  Parmenianus,  hinc  probari  consceleratum  fnisse 
orbem  terrarum  criminibus  traditionis,  et  aliorum  sacnlegiorum  :  qiiia 
cum  multa  alia  fuerint  tempore  persecutions  admissa,  nulla  propterea 
facta  est  in  ipsis  provinces  separatio  populorura."—  Contra  Epistolam 
Parmeruani,  Attyustini,  lib.  i. 
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carried  their  deviation  in  one  particular  is  already  suffi 
ciently  obvious.  Mr.  Kinghorn  was  challenged  to  pro 
duce  an  instance  of  an  ancient  father,  who  contended  for 
the  right  of  repelling  a  genuine  Christian  from  the  eu- 
charist.  He  adduced  the  example  of  Cyprian,  and  of 
the  donatists ;  and  by  this  time  we  presume  the  intelli 
gent  reader  is  at  no  loss  to  perceive  how  completely 
these  instances  have  failed. 

A  writer  of  his  undisputed  learning  would,  doubtless, 
select  the  strongest  case ;  we  may,  therefore,  until  he 
fortifies  his  positions  better,  venture,  without  hesitation, 
to  enumerate,  among  other  deviations,  the  pretended 
right  of  excluding  such  as  are  acknowledged  to  be  gen 
uine  christians.  In  ancient  times,  the  limits  of  commu 
nion  were  supposed  to  be  coextensive  with  those  of  visi 
ble  Christianity,  and  none  were  excluded  from  the  catholic 
church  but  those  whom  that  church  deemed  heretics  or 
schismatics.  Our  opponents  proceed  on  an  opposite 
principle ;  they  exclude  myriads  whom  they  would  not 
dare  to  stigmatize  with  either  appellation.  In  ancient 
times,  the  necessity  of  baptism,  as  a  qualification  for 
communion,  was  avowedly  and  uniformly  founded  on  its 
supposed  essential  connexion  with  salvation ;  our  oppo 
nents  have  totally  relinquished  that  ground,  yet  still 
assert  with  equal  vehemence,  the  same  necessity,  and 
absurdly  urge  the  shadow,  or  rather  the  skeleton,  of 
ancient  precedent,  after  they  had  disembowelled  it,  and 
divested  it  of  its  very  soul  and  spirit.  In  ancient  times, 
the  whole  mass  of  human  population  was  distributed 
into  two  classes,  the  church  and  the  world ;  all  who 
were  deemed  incapable  of  admission  to  the  first,  were 
considered  as  belonging  to  the  last  of  these. 

The  advocates  of  strict  communion  have  invented  a 
new  classification,  a  division  of  mankind  into  the  world, 
the  church,  by  which  they  mean  themselves,  and  an  im 
mense  body  of  pious  pasdobaptists,  who  are  comprised 
in  neither  of  the  preceding  classes,  their  charity  forbid 
ding  them  to  place  them  with  the  former,  and  their  pe 
culiar  principles  with  the  latter.  Were  they  to  assign 
them  to  the  world,  they  would  at  once  declare  them  out 
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of  the  pale  of  salvation  ;  were  they  to  acknowledge  them 
a  part  of  the  church,  they  would  convict  thamselves  of 
the  crime  of  schism,  in  repelling  them  from  commu 
nion.  In  attempting  to  designate  this  class  of  Christians, 
compared  to  which  their  numbers  dwindle  into  impalpa 
ble  insignificance,  they  are  reduced  to  the  utmost  per 
plexity.  On  the  one  hand,  they  contend,  that  they  are 
not  entitled  to  be  considered  as  disciples  ;  on  the  other, 
they  loudly  proclaim  the  confidence  they  entertain  of 
their  ready  admission  into  heaven.  They  are  acknow 
ledged  to  possess  faith  in  an  eminent  degree,  yet  it  is 
denied  that  they  have  afforded  any  legitimate  evidence 
of  it ;  and  though  out  of  the  church,  it  is  confessed,  it 
would  be  the  height  of  'bigotry  to  pretend  to  invalidate 
their  religious  pretensions,  yet  to  recognise  their  validity 
in  it,  would  be  an  equal  impropriety.  It  is  unnecessary 
to  say  how  far  these  maxims  deviate  from  Christian  anti 
quity  ;  nor  is  it  easy  to  conceive  the  astonishment  their 
avowal  would  have  excited  in  the  breast  of  the  Cyprians 
and  the  Austins;  I  might  add,  of  the  apostles  and 
evangelists  of  a  former  age.  Guided  by  the  simple  dic 
tates  of  inspiration,  accustomed  to  contemplate  the 
world  under  two  divisions  only,  that  of  believers  and 
of  unbelievers,  they  would,  doubtless,  have  felt  them 
selves  at  an  utter  loss  to  comprehend  the  possibility  of 
the  existence  of  an  equivocal  race,  who  are  to  be  treated 
as  heathens  in  the  church,  and  as  Christians  out  of  it  ; 
and,  while  they  possess  whatever  is  necessary  for  an  in 
stant  translation  to  glory,  are  disqualified  for  the  posses 
sion  of  the  most  ordinary  privileges  of  the  Christian 
church. 

As  it  is  the  province  of  poetry  to  give  to  "  airy  no 
things  a  local  habitation  and  a  name,"  if  we  cannot 
eulogize  the  reasoning  of  our  opponents,  we  willingly 
allow  them  all  the  praise  of  a  creative  fancy,  due  to 
the  invention  of  so  bold  a  fiction. 

The  unity  of  the  church  is  not  merely  a  tenet  of 
antiquity,  but  a  doctrine  of  scripture,  to  which  great 
importance  is  attached  by  the  inspired  writers.  Wher 
ever  the  word  occurs,  without  being  applied  to  a  par- 
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ticular  society,  the  idea  of  unity  is  strictly  preserved 
bv  the  invariable  use  of  the  singular  number ;  the  great 
community  denoted  by  it  is  styled  the  body  of  Christ, 
of  which  every  believer  is  declared  to  be  a  particular 
member  ;*  and  the  perfect  oneness  of  the  whole  is  so 
lemnly  and  repeatedly  attested.  '•  The  bread  which  we 
break,"  says  St.  Paul,  "  is  it  not  the  communion  of  the 
body  of  Christ  ?  for  we,  being  many,  are  one  bread  and 
one  body,  for  we  are  all  partakers  of  that  one  bread."  f 
44  Now  ye,"  says  he,  in  the  same  epistle,  "  are  the  body 
of  Christ,  and  members  in  particular." 

This  grand  and  elevating  conception  of  the  unity  which 
characterises  the  Christian  church,  was  ever  present  to 
the  minds  of  the  fathers ;  and  never  do  they  rise  to  a 
higher  strain  of  manly  and  impressive  eloquence,  than 
when  they  are  expatiating  on  this  theme.  Thus  we  find 
Irena3us  celebrating  that  "  church  which  was  dissemi 
nated  throughout  the  whole  world,  to  the  very  ends  of 
the  earth,  which  carefully  preserved  the  preaching  and 
the  faith  she  had  once  received,  as  though  she  resided  in 
one  house  ;  and  proclaimed,  and  taught,  and  delivered 
the  same  doctrine,  as  though  she  possessed  but  one  soul, 
one  heart,  and  one  mouth."  £  4'  Every  kind,"  says  Ter- 
tullian,  "  must  be  referred  to  its  origin.  So  many  and 
so  great  churches  as  now  subsist,  are  that  one  church, 
founded  by  the  apostles,  from  which  they  all  derive.  Thus 
all  are  first,  and  apostolical,  while  they  retain  the  rela 
tion  of  peace,  the  appellation  of  fraternity,  and  the 
symbol  of  hospitality;  which  rights  are  regulated  by  no 
other  principle  than  the  tradition  of  the  same  creed."  || 
Cyprian,  comparing  the  church  to  the  sun,  affirms,  that 
while  she  extends  her  rays  through  the  whole  world,  it 
is  yet  one  light,  which  is  every  where  diffused ;  nor  is 
the  unity  of  the  body  separated ;  her  exuberant  fertility 
stretches  her  branches  to  the  whole  earth  ;  she  expands 
her  streams  most  widely,  yet  the  head  and  origin  is 

*  Eph.  v.  23.  Col.  i.  24.  f  1  Cor  x.  16,  17. 

|  Irenseus.  lib.  i.  c.  2, 3. 

||  Tertullian  De  Prescriptione  Hereticorum,  p  2(/9. — Lutetiae  Paiisi- 
onun,  1675. 
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one,  and  it  is  one  mother  that  is  so  prolific.  "  Who," 
says  he,  "  is  so  wicked  and  perfidious,  who  so  maddened 
by  the  fury  of  discord,  as  to  suppose  it  possible  to  di 
vide,  or  attempt  to  divide,  the  unity  of  God,  the  vest 
ment  of  Christ,  the  church  of  God  ?  "  He  elsewhere 
expresses  his  conviction  that  he  who  does  not  hold  the 
unity  of  the  church,  does  not  hold  the  faith.* 

During  the  first  centuries,  the  unity  of  the  church 
was  not  a  splendid  visionary  theory ;  it  was  practically 
exemplified  in  the  habits  of  reciprocal  communion,  cul 
tivated  and  maintained  among  orthodox  societies  through 
every  part  of  the  globe.t 

So  repugnant,  however,  is  the  narrow  exclusive  sys 
tem  which  we  are  opposing,  to  that  considered  as  cha 
racteristic  of  the  church,  that  its  advocates  profess  them 
selves  at  a  loss  to  comprehend  its  meaning,  except  in  the 
arrogant  and  offensive  sense  in  which  it  is  sometimes 
employed  to  vindicate  the  pretensions  of  Roman  catho 
lics  and  high  churchmen.  "  Is  the  unity  of  the  church," 
Mr.  Kinghorn  asks,  "destroyed  by  nothing  but  strict 
communion?"*  And,  suppose  it  be,  what  then?  Will 
it  follow  that  strict  communion  does  not  destroy  it  ?  Whe 
ther  it  has  this  effect  or  not,  is  the  only  inquiry ;  not 
whether  something  else  may  produce  the  same  effect  in 
an  equal  degree.  He  adds,  "  is  there  any  sense  in  which 
the  church  of  God  is,  or  can  be  considered  as  one,  in  this 
imperfect  state,  except  in  that  which  will  include  all 
those  good  men,  who,  from  conscientious  differences,  can 
not  unite  together  on  earth  ?"  For  the  conduct  of  those 
good  men  who  refuse  to  unite  with  us,  unless  we  consent 
to  the  performance  of  rites  which,  in  our  estimation,  are 
unscriptural  and  superstitious,  they  alone  are  respon- 

*  De  Unit.  Ecc.  pp.  110,111. 

f  See  upon  this  branch  of  the  subject,  the  admirable  work  of  Dr. 
Mason,  who,  by  a  copious  induction  of  ancient  authorities,  has  indis 
putably  established  the  fact,  that  every  portion  of  the  orthodox  church 
formed  one  communion;  and  most  ably  illustrated  the  mode  of  proceed 
ing  by  which  their  union  was  maintained.  The  depth  and  accuracy 
with  which  he  has  discussed  the  subject  must  be  my  apology  for  not  en 
tering  into  it  more  fully. 

t  B.iptism  a  lenn  of  Communion,  p.  101. 
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sible ;  but,  where  nothing  of  this  nature  is  proposed,  as 
is  the  case  in  the  present  instance,  to  deem  them  person 
ally  disqualified  for  communion,  and  on  that  ground  to 
refuse  it,  is  totally  repugnant  to  every  conception  of 
unity. 

In  the  above  passage,  the  author  breaks  his  mysterious 
silence,  and,  for  the  first  time,  acknowledges  that  all 
good  men  are  component  parts  of  the  church  of  God, 
and  are,  consequently,  members  of  Christ's  mystical 
body.  But  he  who  concedes  this,  unless  he  suppose  the 
Scriptures  repealed,  must  confess  his  obligation  to  regu 
late  his  treatment  of  those  members  by  the  rules  and 
maxims  the  New  Testament  enjoins,  which  prohibit  the 
least  degree  of  alienation,  and  assert  the  equal  claim  to 
regard  which  each  individual,  as  a  part  of  the  body,  pos 
sesses  ;  insomuch  that  no  language,  except  that  which 
the  Holy  Ghost  has  employed,  is  sufficient  adequately  to 
represent  that  oneness  of  spirit,  that  perfect  co-operation, 
that  conjunction,  or  identity  rather,  of  interests  and  af 
fections,  which  ought  to  penetrate  and  pervade  the  whole. 
All  other  unions  of  a  moral  nature  are,  in  reality,  lax, 
feeble,  and  evanescent,  compared  with  that  which  joins 
the  members  of  Christ  to  each  other,  and  to  their  Head. 
But  will  it  be  asserted  that  the  practice  of  strict  commu 
nion  corresponds  with  these  ideas  ?  or  that  the  treatment 
of  the  persons  whom  it  excludes  is  a  practical  exemplifi 
cation  of  the  conduct  which  the  Christians  at  Corinth 
were  commanded  reciprocally  to  maintain  ?  It  will  not 
be  pretended ;  and  since  these  passages,  which  impera 
tively  enjoin  such  a  behaviour  on  the  members  of  Christ, 
and  expressly  and  repeatedly  assure  us  that  his  body  is 
the  church,  are  still  in  force,  the  above  concession  must 
either  be  retracted,  or  a  practice  so  directly  subversive 
of  it  be  relinquished.  If  a  society,  of  whatever  descrip 
tion  it  may  be,  has  by  mutual  consent  selected  a  cere 
mony  as  the  symbol  of  its  union,  those  individuals,  who, 
for  the  express  purpose  of  marking  their  separation,  re 
fuse  to  perform  the  ceremony,  have  most  unequivocally 
renounced  that  society ;  and,  by  parity  of  reason,  since 
the  joint  celebration  of  the  Lord's  supper  is  established 


REPLY   TO   REV.    JOSEPH   KIXGHORN.  319 

in  the  church  as  the  discriminating  token  by  which  its 
members  are  to  recognise  each  other,  to  refuse  to  join  in 
it,  is  equivalent  to  an  express  declaration,  that  the  per 
sons  from  whom  we  withdraw  as  personally  disqualified, 
are  not  considered  as  parts  of  the  church.  It  is  acknow 
ledged,  however,  in  the  foregoing  passage,  that  all  good 
men  belong  to  it.  But  if  so,  they  are  also  members  of 
the  body  of  Christ,  and  consequently  entitled  to  exactly 
the  same  treatment  as  was  enjoined  on  the  Corinthians 
towards  each  other.  But  supposing,  in  consequence  of 
minor  differences  of  opinion,  the  latter  had  proceeded  to 
an  open  rupture  of  communion,  and  refused  to  unite  in 
the  celebration  of  the  eucharist ;  will  it  be  asserted,  that 
the  pathetic  and  solemn  injunctions  of  their  inspired 
teacher  would  not  have  been  violated  by  such  a  measure  ? 
The  answer  to  this  question  is  obvious,  and  its  applica 
tion  to  the  point  under  discussion  irresistible.  The  ad 
vocates  of  the  exclusive  system,  on  whatever  side  they 
turn,  are  surrounded  and  pressed  with  difficulties,  from 
which  it  is  utterly  impossible  for  them  to  escape.  To 
affirm  that  pa3dobaptism  is  of  so  malignant  a  tendency 
as  to  sever  its  patrons  from  the  mystical  body  of  Christ, 
is  at  once  to  impugn  the  hopes  of  salvation ;  since  the 
supposition  of  a  vital  efficacy,  imparted  from  Christ  as 
the  Head,  which  fails  to  constitute  the  subject  of  it  a 
member,  is  equally  unintelligible  and  unscriptural.  The 
language  adopted  on  this  subject  is  confessedly  figurative, 
but  not  on  that  account  obscure.  Its  foundation  is  evi 
dently  laid  in  that  derivation  of  spiritual  life  to  the  souls 
of  the  faithful,  for  which  they  are  indebted  to  their 
union  with  the  Saviour;  for  which  reason,  it  would  be 
the  height  of  absurdity  to  refuse  the  application  of  the 
figure  on  an  occasion  which  comprehends  its  whole  im 
port  and  meaning.  We  may  therefore  with  confidence 
affirm,  that  all  genuine  believers  are  alike  members  of 
Christ's  body.  But  if  this  be  admitted,  they  are  as 
much  entitled  to  the  benefit,  not  merely  of  admission 
into  the  church,  but  of  all  those  benevolent  sympathies 
and  attentions  prescribed  in  the  preceding  passages,  as 
though  they  had  been  mentioned  by  name;  since  the 
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only  ground  on  which  they  are  enforced,  is  the  relation 
the  objects  of  them  are  supposed  to  sustain  to  that  body. 
Thus  we  perceive,  in  the  principles  and  practice  of 
our  opponents,  another  glaring  instance  of  gross  viola 
tion,  as  well  of  the  dictates  of  inspiration,  as  of  the 
maxims  of  Christian  antiquity ;  both  which  concur  in 
inculcating  the  doctrine  of  the  absolute  unity  of  the 
church,  of  its  constituting  Christ's  mystical  body,  and 
of  the  horrible  incongruity,  I  might  almost  say  impiety, 
of  attempting  to  establish  a  system,  which  represents  a 
great  majority  of  its  members  as  personally  disqualified 
for  communion. 

Once  more ;  what  foundation  will  they  find,  in  ancient 
precedents,  for  the  peculiar  distinction  allotted  to  one 
particular  ceremony  above  every  o£her,  in  consequence  of 
which  they  allow  the  cultivation  of  the  most  intimate 
religious  intercourse,  of  the  most  perfect  intercommunity, 
in  every  branch  of  worship,  with  members  of  other  deno 
minations,  providing  they  do  not  so  far  forget  themselves 
as  to  lose  sight  of  their  disputes  at  the  Lord's  table  ? 
The  Holy  Ghost  informs  us,  that  the  end  of  Christ's 
death  was  "  to  gather  into  one  the  children  of  God  who 
were  scattered  abroad."  It  seems  strange,  that  one  of 
the  principal  purposes  of  its  celebration  should  be  to 
scatter  abroad  those  children  of  God,  who  are  gathered 
together  every  where  else.  Be  this  as  it  may,  we  chal 
lenge  these  zealous  champions  of  precedent  to  produce 
the  faintest  vestige  of  such  a  practice  in  the  ages  of  an 
tiquity  ;  or  to  direct  us  to  a  single  nation,  or  sect,  or  in 
dividual,  for  an  example  of  that  capricious  and  arbitrary 
distinction  attached  to  the  eucharist,  by  which  it  is  re 
fused  to  an  immense  multitude,  who  are  considered  as 
entitled  to  every  other  mark  of  Christian  fraternity. 

These  observations,  we  trust,  will  be  amply  sufficient 
to  justify  the  assertion,  that  our  opponents  have  violated, 
with  respect  to  ecclesiastical  economy,  more  maxims  of 
antiquity  than  any  other  sect  upon  record  ;  nor  will  the 
intelligent  reader  be  at  a  loss  to  perceive,  that  the  weight 
of  this  censure  is  little,  if  at  all,  diminished,  by  their 
conformity  in  one  particular,  by  their  insisting  upon  bap- 
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tism  as  a  term  of  communion;  when  it  is  recollected 
that  the  principles  on  which  they  found  it,  have  no  rela 
tion  whatever  to  those  on  which  it  was  maintained  by 
the  ancient  fathers. 

For  the  length  to  which  this  part  of  the  discussion  is 
extended,  a  natural  and  laudable  anxiety  to  repel  the 
charge  of  misrepresentation,  will  probably  be  deemed  a 
sufficient  apology. 


CHAP.  XL 

Conclusion. 

BEFORE  I  put  a  final  period  to  my  part  in  this  contro 
versy,  the  attention  of  the  reader  is  requested  to  a  few 
miscellaneous  remarks,  which  naturally  arise  out  of  the 
contemplation  of  the  whole  subject. 

It  is  just  matter  of  surprise,  that  the  topic  in  debate 
should  be  regarded  by  any  serious  and  intelligent  Chris 
tian,  as  of  small  importance.  Such  a  conclusion  can 
only  be  ascribed  to  extreme  inattention,  or  to  the  force 
of  an  inveterate,  though  perhaps  latent,  prejudice,  pro 
ducing  an  unmerited  predilection  in  favour  of  certain 
systems  of  ecclesiastical  polity,  which  are  incapable  of 
sustaining  the  ordeal  of  inquiry.  That  those  should 
shrink  from  the  investigation  of  such  topics,  who,  by  re 
ceiving  their  religion  from  the  hands  of  their  superiors,  in 
a  mass,  have  already  relinquished  the  liberty  of  thinking 
for  themselves,  is  no  more  than  might  well  be  expected. 
But  to  minds  free  and  unfettered,  accustomed  to  spurn 
at  the  shackles  of  authority ;  and,  above  all,  to  protest- 
ant  dissenters,  whose  peculiar  boast  is  the  privilege  of  fol 
lowing,  in  the  organization  of  their  churches,  no  other 
guide  but  the  Scriptures,  that  such  subjects  should  ap 
pear  of  little  moment,  is  truly  astonishing.  The  inquiry 
first  in  importance  undoubtedly  is,  What  is  Christianity  ? 
What,  supposing  the  truth  of  scripture,  is  to  be  believed, 
and  to  be  done,  with  a  view  to  eternal  life  ?  Happily 

VOL.   m.  Y 
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for  the  Christian  world,  there  probably  never  was  a  time, 
when,  in  the  solution  of  this  question,  so  much  unani 
mity  was  witnessed  among  the  professors  of  serious 
piety,  as  at  present.  Systems  of  religion,  fundamentally 
erroneous,  are  falling  fast  into  decay  ;  while  the  subordi 
nate  points  of  difference,  which  do  not  affect  the  primary 
verities  of  Christianity,  nor  the  ground  of  hope,  are 
either  consigned  to  oblivion,  or  are  the  subjects  of  tem 
perate  and  amicable  controversy  ;  and  in  consequence  of 
their  subsiding  to  their  proper  level,  the  former  appear 
in  their  just  and  natural  magnitude. 

Hence,  in  the  present  state  of  the  church,  externally 
considered,  the  evil  most  to  be  deplored  is,  the  unnatural 
distance  at  which  Christians  stand  from  each  other ;  the 
spirit  of  sects,  the  disposition  to  found  their  union  on 
the  "wood,  hay,  and  stubble"  of  human  inventions,  or 
of  disputable  tenets,  instead  of  building  on  the  eternal 
rock,  the  "  faith  once  delivered  to  the  saints."  They  all 
profess  to  look  forward  to  a  period  when  these  divisions 
will  cease,  and  there  will  be  "  one  fold  under  one  Shep 
herd."  But,  while  every  denomination  flatters  itself 
with  the  persuasion  of  that  fold  being  its  own,  the  prin 
cipal  use  to  which  the  annunciations  of  prophecy  are 
directed,  is  to  supply  a  motive  for  redoubled  exertions 
in  the  defence  and  extension  of  their  respective  pecu 
liarities  ;  and  instead  of  hailing  the  dawn  of  a  brighter 
day,  as  an  event  in  which  all  are  equally  interested,  it  is 
too  often  considered,  there  is  reason  to  fear,  as  destined 
to  complete  the  triumph  of  a  party. 

If  we  consult  the  scriptures,  we  shall  be  at  no  loss  to 
perceive,  that  the  unity  of  the  church  is  not  merely  a 
doctrine  most  clearly  revealed,  but  that  its  practical  ex 
emplification  is  one  of  the  principal  designs  of  the  Chris 
tian  dispensation.  We  are  expressly  told,  that  our  Sa 
viour  purposed  by  his  death  to  "  gather  together  in  one 
the  children  of  God  that  were  scattered  abroad;"  and 
for  the  accomplishment  of  this  design,  he  interceded, 
during  his  last  moments,  in  language  which  instructs  us 
to  consider  it  as  the  grand  means  of  the  conversion  of 
the  world.  His  prophetic  anticipations  were  not  disap- 
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pointed  ;  for  while  a  visible  unanimity  prevailed  amongst 
his  followers,  his  cause  every  where  triumphed  :  the  con 
centrated  zeal,  the  ardent  cooperation  of  a  comparative 
few,  impelled  by  one  spirit,  and  directed  to  one  object, 
were  more  than  a  match  for  hostile  myriads.  No  sooner 
was  the  bond  of  unity  broken,  by  the  prevalence  of  in 
testine  quarrels  and  dissensions,  than  the  interests  of 
truth  languished ;  until  mahometanism  in  the  east,  and 
popery  in  the  west,  completed  the  work  of  deterioration, 
which  the  loss  of  primitive  simplicity  and  love,  combined 
with  the  spirit  of  intolerance,  first  commenced. 

If  the  religion  of  Christ  ever  resumes  her  ancient 
lustre,  and  we  are  assured  by  the  highest  authority  she 
will,  it  must  be  by  retracing  our  steps,  by  reverting 
to  the  original  principles  on  which,  considered  as  a 
social  institution,  the  church  was  founded.  We  must 
go  back  to  the  simplicity  of  the  first  ages — we  must 
learn  to  quit  a  subtle  and  disputatious  theology,  for 
a  religion  of  love,  emanating  from  a  few  divinely  ener 
getic  principles,  which  pervade  almost  every  page  of  in 
spiration,  and  demand  nothing  for  their  cordial  recep 
tion  and  belief,  besides  a  humble  and  contrite  heart. 
Reserving  to  ourselves  the  utmost  freedom  of  thought,  in 
the  interpretation  of  the  sacred  oracles,  and  pushing  our 
inquiries,  as  far  as  our  opportunities  admit,  into  every 
department  of  revealed  truth,  we  shall  not  dream  of  ob 
truding  precarious  conclusions  on  others,  as  articles  of 
faith ;  but  shall  receive  with  open  arms  all  who  appear 
to  "  love  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  in  sincerity,"  and  find  a 
sufficient  bond  of  union — a  sufficient  scope  for  all  our 
sympathies,  in  the  doctrine  of  the  cross.  If  the  Saviour 
appears  to  be  loved,  obeyed,  and  adored — if  his  blood  is 
sprinkled  on  the  conscience,  and  his  spirit  resides  in  the 
heart,  why  should  we  be  dissatisfied  ?  we,  who  profess 
to  be  actuated  by  no  other  motive,  to  live  to  no  other 
purpose,  than  the  promotion  of  his  interest. 

If  the  kingdom  of  Christ,  like  the  kingdoms  of  this 
world,  admitted  of  local  and  discordant  interests,  and  the 
possession  of  exclusive  privileges — if  it  were  a  system  ot 
compromise  between  the  selfish  passions  of  individuals, 

Y  2 
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and  the  promotion  of  the  general  good,  the  policy  of 
conferring  on  one  class  of  its  subjects  certain  advantages 
and  immunities  withheld  from  another,  might  be  easily- 
comprehended.  But  in  this,  as  well  as  many  other  fea 
tures,  it  essentially  differs.  Founded  on  the  basis  of  a 
divine  equality,  its  privileges  are  as  free  as  air;  and 
there  is  not  a  single  blessing  which  it  proposes  to  bestow, 
but  is  held  by  the  same  tenure,  and  is  capable  of  being 
possessed  to  the  same  extent,  by  every  believer.  The 
freedom  which  it  confers  is  of  so  high  a  character,  and 
the  dignity  to  which  it  elevates  its  subjects,  as  the  sons 
of  God,  so  transcendent,  that  whether  they  are  "  Barba 
rians  or  Scythians,  bond  or  free,  male  or  female,  they  are 
from  henceforth  one  in  Christ  Jesus."  In  asserting  the 
equal  right  which  the  Gentiles  possessed,  in  common 
with  the  Jews,  to  all  the  privileges  attached  to  the  Chris 
tian  profession,  Peter  founds  his  argument  on  this  very 
principle.  "  And  God,  which  knoweth  the  heart,  bare 
them  witness,  giving  them  the  Holy  Ghost,  even  as  unto 
us,  and  put  no  difference  between  us  and  them,  purifying 
their  hearts  by  faith."  In  his  apprehension,  it  was  God, 
the  Searcher  of  hearts,  who,  by  the  collation  of  his 
Spirit,  in  his  marvellous  and  sanctifying  gifts,  having 
made  no  distinction  betwixt  the  Gentiles  and  themselves, 
decided  the  controversy.  If  that  great  apostle  reasoned 
correctly  on  the  subject,  we  have  only  to  change  the 
term  Gentiles  for  pasdobaptists,  or  for  any  other  denomi 
nation  of  sincere  Christians,  and  the  inference  remains  in 
its  full  force. 

Among  the  other  attempts  to  deter  us  from  pursuing 
a  system  established  by  such  high  authority,  it  is  extra 
ordinary  that  we  should  be  reminded  of  the  fearful  re 
sponsibility  we  incur.  To  this  topic  Mr.  Kinghorn  has 
devoted  a  whole  chapter.  When  it  is  recollected  that 
we  plead  for  the  reception  of  none  whom  Christ  has  not 
received,  of  none  whose  hearts  are  not  purified  by  faith, 
and  who  are  not  possessed  of  the  same  spirit,  the  com 
munication  of  which  was  considered  by  St.  Peter  as  a 
decisive  proof  that  no  difference  was  put  between  them  and 
others  by  God  himself,  it  is  easy  to  determine  where  the 
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danger  lies.  Were  we  to  suffer  ourselves  to  lose  sight  of 
these  principles,  and  by  discountenancing  and  repelling 
those  whom  he  accepts,  to  dispute  the  validity  of  his 
seal,  and  subject  to  our  miserable  scrutiny,  pretensions 
which  have  passed  the  ordeal,  and  received  the  sanction, 
of  him,  "  who  understandeth  the  heart,'  we  should  have 
just  reason  to  tremble  for  the  consequences  ;  and,  with 
all  our  esteem  for  the  piety  of  many  of  our  opponents, 
we  conceive  it  no  injury  or  insult,  to  put  up  the  prayer 
of  our  Lord  for  them — "  Father,  forgive  them,  for  they 
know  not  what  they  do." 

He  who  alters  the  terms  of  communion,  changes  the 
fundamental  laws  of  Christ's  kingdom.  He  assumes  a 
legislative  power,  and  ought,  in  order  to  justify  that  con 
duct,  to  exhibit  his  credentials,  with  a  force  arid  splen 
dour  of  evidence,  equal  at  least  to  those  which  attested 
the  divine  legation  of  Moses  and  the  prophets. 

It  has  been  frequently  observed  on  this  occasion,  that 
every  voluntary  society  possesses  the  power  of  determin 
ing  on  the  qualifications  of  its  members ;  and  that,  for 
t!ie  same  reason,  every  church  is  authorized  to  enact 
such  terms  of  admission  as  it  shall  see  fit.  This  conclu 
sion,  however,  is  illogical  and  unfounded.  There  is  little 
or  no  analogy  betwixt  the  two  cases.  Human  societies 
originate  solely  in  the  private  views  and  inclinations  of 
those  who  compose  them ;  and  as  they  are  not  founded 
on  divine  institution,  so  neither  are  they  restricted  with 
respect  to  the  objects  they  are  destined  to  pursue.  The 
church  is  a  society  instituted  by  Hea\en  ;  it  is  the  visi 
ble  seat  of  that  "  kingdom  which  God  has  set  up ;"  the 
laws  by  which  it  is  governed  are  of  his  prescribing,  and 
the  purposes  which  it  is  designed  to  accomplish,  are 
limited  and  ascertained  by  infinite  wisdom.  When, 
therefore,  from  its  analogy  to  other  societies,  it  is  inferred 
that  it  has  an  equal  right  to  organise  itself  at  its  plea 
sure,  nothing  can  be  more  fallacious ;  unless  it  be  meant 
merely  to  assert  its  exemption  from  the  operation  of  phy 
sical  force,  which  is  a  view  of  the  subject  with  which  we 
are  not  at  present  concerned.  In  every  step  of  its  pro- 
ceedin  s,  it  is  amenable  to  a  higher  than  human  tribunal; 
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and  on  account  of  its  freedom  from  external  control,  its 
obligation,  in  for  o  conscientice,  exactly  to  conform  to  the 
mandates  of  revelation,  is  the  more  sacred  and  the  more 
indispensable  ;  being  loosened  from  every  earthly  tie,  on 
purpose  that  it  may  be  at  liberty  to  "  follow  the  Lord 
whithersoever  he  goeth." 

That  these  maxims,  plain  and  obvious  as  they  must 
appear,  have  been  too  often  totally  lost  sight  of,  he  who 
has  the  slightest  acquaintance  with  ecclesiastical  history 
must  be  aware  ;  and  to  their  complete  abandonment  we 
are  indebted  for  the  introduction  of  strict  communion. 

"  The  baptists,"  Mr.  Kinghorn  informs  us,  "  consider 
themselves  as  holding  to  notice  one  neglected  truth."* 
Whether  they  have  adopted  the  mode  of  proceeding 
most  likely  to  accomplish  their  object,  may  be  justly 
doubted.  Independently,  however,  of  any  such  consider 
ation,  it  is  the  principle,  thus  distinctly  avowed,  to 
which  we  object — the  principle  of  organizing  a  church 
with  a  specific  view  to  the  propagation  of  some  particu 
lar  truth ;  which  is  a  perversion  of  the  original  end  and 
design  of  Christian  societies.  Nothing,  it  is  certain,  was 
more  remote  from  the  views  of  their  first  founders,  who 
aimed  at  nothing  less  than  to  render  them  the  general 
depositaries  of  the  "  faith  once  delivered  to  the  saints  ;" 
and  for  this  purpose  carefully  inculcated  the  whole 
u  truth  as  it  is  in  Jesus,"  along  with  the  duty  of  pre 
serving  it  incorrupt  and  entire ;  without  the  most  distant 
intimation  that  it  was  their  province  to  watch  over  one 
department  with  more  vigilance  than  another :  least  of 
all  was  it  their  design  to  recommend,  as  the  object  of 
preference,  an  external  ceremony,  the  nature  of  which 
was  destined  to  become  a  subject  of  debate  among  chris- 
tians. 

Let  each  denomination  pursue  this  plan — let  each  fix 
upon  the  promotion  of  some  one  truth  as  the  specific  ob 
ject  of  its  exertions,  and  the  effect  will  soon  appear,  not 
only  in  extending  the  spirit  of  disunion,  but  in  the  in 
jury  which  the  interests  of  truth  itself  will  sustain. 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  69. 
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Every  denomination  will  exhibit  some  portion  of  it,  in  a 
distorted  and  mutilated  form  ;  none  will  be  in  possession 
of  the  whole,  and  the  result  will  be  something  like  the 
confusion  of  Babel,  where  every  man  spoke  in  a  separate 
dialect.  As  the  beauty  of  truth  consists  chiefly  in  the 
harmony  and  proportion  of  its  several  parts,  it  is  as  im 
possible  to  display  it  to  advantage  in  fragments,  as  to 
give  a  just  idea  of  a  noble  and  majestic  structure  by 
exhibiting  a  single  brick. 

What  is  the  consequence  which  must  be  expected 
from  teaching  an  illiterate  assembly  that  the  principal 
design  of  their  union  is  to  extend  the  practice  of  a  par 
ticular  ceremony,  but  to  invest  it  with  an  undue  import 
ance  in  their  eyes,  and  by  tempting  them  to  look  upon 
themselves  as  Christians  of  a  higher  order,  to  foster  an 
overweening  self-conceit,  to  generate  selfish  passions, 
and  encourage  ambitious  projects  ?  Accustomed  to  give 
themselves  a  decided  preference  above  others,  to  treat 
with  practical  contempt  the  religious  pretensions  of  the 
best  and  wisest  of  men,  and  to  live  in  an  element  of 
separation  and  exclusion,  it  would  be  astonishing  indeed 
if  their  humility  were  not  impaired,  and  the  more  deli 
cate  sympathies  of  Christian  affection  almost  extinguished. 
In  the  situation  in  which  they  have  placed  themselves, 
they  are  reduced  to  a  necessity  of  performing  continually 
those  operations  which  other  denominations  reserve  for 
the  last  extremity  ;  they  are  familiarized  to  the  infliction 
of  the  most  formidable  sentence  that  the  church  is  em 
powered  to  pass,  and  to  that  excision  of  the  members  of 
Christ  from  the  body,  to  which  others  proceed  with  fear 
and  trembling. 

It  is  freely  admitted,  that  there  are  seasons  when  it  is 
the  duty  of  a  Christian  society  to  bend  its  particular  at 
tention  to  the  exhibition  and  defence  of  a  neglected 
branch  of  truth,  in  order  to  supply  an  antidote  to  the 
errors  by  which  it  may  be  attempted  to  be  corrupted. 
There  is  no  fundamental  doctrine  which  we  may  not  be 
called  upon,  in  an  especial  manner,  to  maintain  and  for 
tify  in  its  turn.  But  to  make  this  the  specific  object  of 
the  constitution  of  a  church  is  totally  different ;  it  is  to 
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contract  its  views  and  limit  its  efforts  in  a  manner  ut 
terly  inconsistent  with  the  design  of  its  institution, 
which  is  to  exhibit  both  the  theory  and  practice  of 
Christianity,  in  all  its  plenitude  and  extent. 

An  exception,  however,  must  be  made,  where  the 
truth  which  is  said  to  be  neglected  is  fundamental. 
The  assertion  and  vindication  of  such  a  truth  is  equiva 
lent  to  the  maintenance  of  Christianity  itself,  which,  in 
common  with  every  other  system,  is  incapable  of  survi 
ving  the  destruction  of  its  vital  parts.  Hence  the 
reformers  were  justified  in  laying  the  doctrine  of  justi 
fication  by  faith  as  the  basis  of  the  reformed  religion, 
because  the  formal  denial  of  that  truth  is  incompatible 
with  the  existence  of  a  church.  But,  where  religious 
communities  have  been  founded  on  refined  speculations, 
or  on  some  particular  mode  of  explaining  and  interpreting 
disputable  tenets,  the  most  mischievous  consequences 
have  resulted.  The  people  usually  denominated  Qua 
kers  set  out  with  the  professed  design  of  exhibiting  the 
doctrine  of  the  Spirit,  which  they  chose  to  consider  as  a 
neglected  truth,  and  the  consequence  has  been  such  a 
distortion  of  that  momentous  doctrine  as  has  probably 
contributed  not  a  little  to  subject  it  to  contempt.  The 
Sandemanians  profess  to  constitute  their  societies  with 
an  express  view  to  the  revival  of  certain  neglected  truths, 
and  the  effect,  as  far  as  their  efforts  have  succeeded, 
has  been  the  extinction  of  vital  piety.  The  high  calvin- 
ists,  or  to  speak  more  properly,  the  antinomians,  are  loud 
and  clamorous  in  professing  their  solicitude  to  revive  a 
certain  class  of  neglected  truths,  and  the  result  of  their 
labour  has  been  to  corrupt  the  few  truths  they  possess, 
and  to  consign  others  of  equal  importance  to  contempt 
and  oblivion.  In  each  of  these  instances,  by  detaching 
particular  portions  from  the  system  to  which  it  belongs, 
the  continuity  of  truth  has  been  broken,  and  the  vital 
communication  between  its  respective  parts,  on  which 
its  life  and  vigour  depend,  interrupted. 

It  was  reserved  for  our  opponents  to  pursue  the  same 
system  under  a  new  form,  by  selecting  the  ceremony 
of  baptism  as  their  distinguishing  symbol,  and  to  de- 
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grade  the  Christian  profession,  in  our  apprehension,  by 
placing  it  in  the  due  administration  of  the  element  of 
water. 

Where,  it  is  natural  to  ask  (though  it  is  an  inferior 
consideration),  where  is  the  policy  of  such  a  proceeding  ? 
What  tendency  has  it  to  recommend  and  to  propagate  the 
rite,  about  which  such  zeal  is  exerted  and  such  solicitude 
expressed  ?  Will  the  insisting  on  it  as  a  term  of  com 
munion  give  it  any  additional  evidence,  or  invest  it  with 
supernumerary  charms  ?  Will  it  be  better  relished  and 
received  for  its  approaching  in  the  form  of  an  exaction, 
than  if  it  was  entrusted  to  the  force  of  argument  and 
persuasion  ?  Were  it  permitted  to  have  recourse  to  in 
timidation  in  the  concerns  of  religion,  where  are  our 
means  and  resources  ?  where  shall  we  look  for  that  splen 
dour  of  reputation,  that  command  of  emolument  and 
power,  which  shall  render  a  state  of  separation  from 
baptist  societies  an  intolerable  grievance  ?  Let  us  learn 
to  think  soberly  of  ourselves,  and  not  endeavour  to  en 
force  the  justest  principles  by  means  foreign  to  their 
nature,  nor,  by  substituting  an  impotent  menace  instead 
of  argument,  subject  them  to  reprobation  and  ridicule. 

Mr.  Kinghorn  gives  it  as  his  decided  opinion,  that  for 
a  paedobaptist  statedly  to  attend  the  ministry  of  a  bap 
tist,  is  a  dereliction  of  principle.  A  great  gulf  ought,  in 
his  apprehension,  to  be  fixed  between  the  two  denomi 
nations.  But  how  is  it  possible  on  this  system  to  indulge 
the  hope  of  effecting  a  revolution  in  the  public  mind, 
when  all  the  usual  channels  of  communication  are  cut 
off,  and  the  means  of  rational  conviction  laid  under  an 
interdict  ?  If  the  hearers  of  both  denominations  are 
bound  to  confine  their  attendance  to  teachers  who  will 
esteem  it  their  duty  to  confirm  them  in  their  respective 
persuasions,  the  transition  to  an  opposite  system  may  be 
deemed  almost  a  miracle.  It  were  more  natural  to  sup 
pose  that,  in  this  instance,  as  well  as  others  of  greater 
moment,  "  faith  cometh  by  hearing,"  than  that  a  crop 
should  spring  up  where  no  seed,  or  none  but  what  is  of 
an  opposite  kind,  has  been  sown. 

It  is  not  a  little  curious  to  <\nd  it  objected  to  the  prin- 
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ciples  we  are  attempting  to  defend,  that  they  are  adapted 
to  an  imperfect,  rather  than  a  perfect  state  of  things  ; 
when  the  utility  of  the  entire  system  of  Christianity  re 
sults  entirely  from  such  an  adaptation,  and  is  nothing 
more  than  a  sublime  and  mysterious  condescension  to 
human  weakness  and  imperfection.  What  is  the  gospel 
but  a  proposed  alliance,  in  which  infinite  purity  comes 
into  contact  with  pollution,  infinite  justice  with  human 
demerits,  and  ineffable  riches  with  hopeless  penury  ? 
"  Mixed  communion,"  Mr.  Kinghorn  observes,  "  displays 
another  genuine  feature  of  error.  It  is  only  to  be  found 
(even  on  the  concession  of  its  warmest  supporters)  in  that 
mingled  state  of  things,  which  takes  place  between  the 
first  purity  of  the  church  and  the  ultimate  display  of 
gospel  light.  In  the  times  of  the  apostles  it  had  no 
place ;  nor  do  we  expect  it  will  be  found  when  '  the 
earth  shall  be  filled  with  the  knowledge  of  God.'"* 
Specious  as  this  proposition  may  appear,  it  is  in  reality 
nothing  but  a  truism.  We  both  suppose  infant  baptism 
to  be  an  innovation  unknown  in  primitive  times.  But 
mixed  communion  means  nothing  else  than  the  union  of 
baptists  and  paedobaptists  in  the  same  religious  society. 
To  say,  therefore,  that  no  such  practice  was  known  in 
the  times  of  the  apostles,  is  to  say  that  the  two  denomi 
nations  were  not  united  while  there  was  only  one — a 
profound  discovery,  the  merit  of  which  we  will  not  dis 
pute  with  this  author.  But  when  he  proceeds  to  remark, 
that  it  will  be  equally  unknown  in  the  period  usually 
styled  the  latter-day  glory,  we  must  be  permitted  to  re 
mind  him  of  a  state  incomparably  superior,  and  to  ask 
him  whether  he  supposes  his  exclusive  system  will 
extend  there ;  whether  the  paedobaptist,  dying  in  the 
possession  of  his  supposed  error,  is  disqualified  to  join 
"  the  spirits  of  just  men  made  perfect ;  to  mingle  with 
the  general  assembly  of  the  church  of  the  first-born  ?" 
If  this  is  not  affirmed,  let  him  reflect  on  the  enormous 
impropriety  of  demanding  a  greater  uniformity  amongst 
the  candidates  for  admission  into  the  church  militant, 

*  Baptism  a  Term  of  Communion,  p.  77  . 
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than  is  requisite  for  a  union  with  the  church  triumphant 
— of  claiming  from  the  faithful,  while  encompassed  with 
darkness  and  imperfection,  more  harmony  and  correct 
ness  of  sentiment  than  is  necessary  to  quality  them  "  to 
sit  down  with  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob,  in  the  king 
dom  of  God " — of  pretending  to  render  a  Christian 
society  an  enclosure  more  sacred  and  more  difficult  of 
access,  than  the  abode  of  the  Divine  Majesty — and  of 
investing  every  little  baptist  teacher  with  the  prerogative 
of  repelling  from  his  communion  a  Howe,  a  Leighton, 
or  a  Brainerd,  whom  the  Lord  of  glory  will  welcome  to 
his  presence.  Transubstaiitiation  presents  nothing  more 
revolting  to  the  dictates  of  common  sense. 

The  blessedness  of  the  future  world  is  ever  represented 
in  scripture  as  the  final  end  and  scope  of  the  Christian 
profession  :  the  doctrines  which  it  embraces,  the  duties 
which  it  enjoins,  are  represented  as  terminating  in  that, 
as  its  ultimate  object.  Religion  itself,  in  its  most  gene 
ral  nature,  is  necessary  only  in  consequence  of  the  rela 
tion  which  the  subjects  of  it  bear  to  a  future  state  : 
"  patient  continuance  in  well  doing  "  is  requisite,  because 
it  is  the  only  safe  and  legitimate  way  of  aspiring  to 
"  glory,  honour,  and  immortality  ;  "  and  the  utmost  that 
can  be  said  to  enforce  any  particular  branch  of  practice 
is,  that  it  tends  to  prepare  us  for  eternal  felicity.  The 
church  of  Christ  is  unquestionably  ordained  merely  as 
one  of  the  instruments  of  qualifying  its  members  for 
the  possession  of  eternal  life.  But  for  this,  it  would 
have  had  no  existence  ;  and  beyond  this,  we  can  conceive 
no  end  or  purpose  it  was  intended  to  accomplish.  In  a 
system  of  moans,  many  things  may  be  useful  on  account 
of  their  tendency  to  facilitate  the  accomplishment  of 
their  object,  which  are  not  absolutely  necessary.  They 
may  accelerate  its  attainment,  or  attain  it  with  greater 
certainty  than  it  could  be  effected  in  their  absence.  But 
since  the  necessity  of  means  arises  solely  from  their 
relation  to  the  end,  that,  whatever  it  be,  without 
which  the  end  may  certainly  be  secured,  can  never  be 
affirmed  to  be  necessary,  without  an  absolute  contradic 
tion.  Is  the  organization  of  the  church,  then,  a  means 
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of  obtaining  eternal  life  ?  Is  it  ordained  solely  with  a 
view  of  preparing  man  for  a  future  state  of  felicity,  or 
in  order  to  secure  some  temporary  and  secular  object  ? 
If  it  be  allowed  that  it  is  the  former  alone  which  it  is 
designed  to  obtain,  to  assert  that  baptism  is  necessary  to 
qualify  for  communion,  when  communion  itself  is  only 
necessary  as  a  means  of  preparing  us  for  heaven,  which 
it  is  allowed  may  with  certainty  be  obtained  without 
baptism,  is  a  flat  contradiction.  It  is  to  affirm  that  what 
is  not  essential  to  the  attainment  of  a  certain  end,  is  yet 
a  necessary  part  of  the  order  of  means,  which  is  palpa 
bly  absurd. 

Let  it  be  remembered,  that  we  are  far  from  intending 
to  insinuate  that  baptism  is  of  little  moment ;  or  that  a 
wanton  inattention  to  this  part  of  the  will  of  Christ  is 
consistent  with  a  well  founded  assurance  of  salvation: 
our  sole  intention  is  to  expose  the  inconsistency  of  sup 
posing  an  involuntary  mistake  on  this  subject  a  sufficient 
bar  to  communion,  while  it  is  acknowledged  to  be  none 
to  the  participation  of  future  blessedness. 

Our  opponents  will  probably  remind  us  of  the  perfect 
unanimity  which  will  prevail  on  this  subject  (in  our 
apprehension)  in  the  heavenly  world.  But  when  will 
this  unanimity  take  place  ?  will  it  be  previous  to  an  ad 
mission  to  the  society  of  the  blessed,  or  subsequent  to 
that  event  ?  If  it  be  subsequent,  in  receiving  believers 
on  the  ground  of  their  vital  union  with  Christ,  we  follow 
the  order  of  heaven,  which  our  opponents  invert ;  while 
we  indulge  the  hope,  that  in  consequence  of  coming  into 
a  closer  contact  with  persons  whose  views  on  the  subject 
of  baptism  are  correct,  they  will  be  gradually  induced  to 
embrace  them  ;  firmly  persuaded  that  whether  this  is  the 
result  or  not,  we  incur  no  danger  in  following  a  celestial 
precedent.  We  are  not  surprised  at  our  opponents  making 
such  high  pretensions  to  purity  in  the  discipline  and 
economy  of  their  churches  ;  we  only  admire  their  modesty 
in  not  insisting  on  their  loftiest  and  sublimest  distinction, 
which  consists  in  their  societies  being  more  select  than 
heaven,  and  in  its  being  more  difficult  to  become  a  mem 
ber  of  a  baptist  church  than  to  be  saved. 
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The  reader  is  requested  to  remember  the  extraordinary 
positions  which  Mr.  Kinghorn  has  been  compelled  to 
advance,  in  defence  of  his  restrictive  system.  He  will 
recollect,  we  hope,  that  he  has  found  it  necessary  to 
affirm  that  the  most  eminent  saints,  not  excepting  the 
illustrious  army  of  martyrs,  made  no  true  profession  of 
that  religion  for  which  they  laboured,  and  for  which, 
with  a  divine  prodigality,  they  shed  their  blood ;  that 
though  worthy  of  "  walking  with  Christ  in  white,"  and 
of  joining  in  the  cry,  u  How  long,  O  Lord,  wilt  thou 
avenge  our  blood  on  them  that  dwell  on  the  earth  ?  " 
they  gave  no  scriptural  evidence  of  their  faith,  and  were 
consequently  not  entitled  to  its  privileges  ;  and  that  their 
claim  to  Christian  communion  was  defeated,  not  in  conse 
quence  of  any  specific  or  peculiar  connexion  betwixt  the 
two  ordinances  in  question,  but  solely  on  account  of  its 
being  one  of  those  privileges.  He  has  found  it  necessary 
to  assert,  that  the  terms  of  communion  and  of  salvation 
are  both  immutable  ;  that  if  baptism  was  ever  necessary 
to  salvation,  it  is  so  still ;  and  consequently  that  an  invo 
luntary  mistake  respecting  a  branch  of  revelation  is 
equally  criminal  and  dangerous  with  its  wilful  rejection. 
He  has  found  it  necessary  to  affirm  that  psedobaptists 
are  not  received  into  the  Christian  dispensation,  although 
he  expresses  his  confident  expectation  of  their  being 
interested  in  its  blessings  and  justified  by  faith  in  its 
promises.  These  are  but  a  scanty  specimen  of  the  wild 
and  eccentric  paradoxes  into  which  this  writer  has  been 
betrayed,  while,  in  quest  of  new  discoveries,  and  resolved 
to  project  an  original  defence  of  strict  communion,  he 
has  quitted  the  sober  path  of  his  predecessors. 

In  some  of  the  leading  points  of  the  argument  he  has 
totally  abandoned  what  Mr.  Booth  considered  as  form 
ing  his  strong  hold.  Thus,  though  he  evinces  an  ex 
treme  reluctance  to  appear  to  coincide  with  the  writer 
of  these  sheets  in  anything,  he  in  fact  concedes  all  that 
he  contended  for,  respecting  the  essential  difference 
betwixt  the  baptism  of  John  and  that  of  Christ,  and 
entertains  no  doubt  that  the  twelve  disciples  at  Ephesus 
were  rebaptized.  Thus  the  pdinarium  aryumentum  of 
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his  venerable  predecessor  is  relinquished.  Mr.  Booth 
contended,  that  though  the  pa?dobaptists  are  received  in 
the  sense  the  apostle  intended  in  that  expression,  their 
right  to  the  Lord's  supper  cannot  be  inferred;  Mr. 
Kinghorn  denies  that  they  are  ;  and  thus  the  two  cham 
pions  are  at  variance,  toto  coelo,  on  the  interpretation  of 
the  passages  chiefly  concerned  in  this  controversy.  As 
these  passages*  form  a  principal  part  of  the  gist  of  the 
debate,  the  intelligent  reader  is  requested  carefully  to 
examine  Mr.  Kinghorn's  mode  of  interpretation ;  and 
should  it  appear  to  be  loaded  with  insuperable  difficulties, 
it  may  with  confidence  be  inferred,  that  the  cause  of 
strict  communion,  were  it  liable  to  no  other  objection  is 
untenable.  He  had  too  much  acumen  to  reject  Mr. 
Booth's  solution  of  the  difficulty,  could  it  have  been 
plausibly  supported.  Conscious  it  could  not,  he  has 
attempted  to  substitute  another,  which  is  accompanied 
with  still  greater,  though  perhaps  not  quite  such  obvious, 
inconveniences. 

Dextrum  Scyila  latus,  Igevum  implacata  Charybdis 
Obsidet 

The  writer  is  far  from  anticipating  a  speedy  or  sudden 
revolution  in  the  sentiments  of  his  brethren,  as  the  con 
sequence  of  his  efforts  in  this  controversy.  He  is  con 
tented  to  await  the  slow  operation  of  time,  in  extinguish 
ing  the  prejudices  which  time  alone  has  produced ; 
conscious  that  bodies  of  men  are  peculiarly  tenacious 
of  their  habits  of  thinking,  and  that  it  is  wisely 
ordained,  that  the  conquest  achieved  by  just  and  en 
lightened  principles  should  be  firm  and  durable,  in  pro 
portion  to  the  tardiness  of  their  progress.  Another 
generation  most  probably  rise  up,  before  the  rust  of  pre 
judice  is  sufficiently  worn  off  to  leave  room  for  the  opera 
tion  of  reason,  and  the  exercise  of  free  inquiry  on  this 
subject.  Our  opponents,  awrare  that  a  current  has  already 
set  in,  which  threatens,  at  no  very  distant  period,  to 

*  Rom.  xiv.  1.     xv.  7. 
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sweep   away  their  narrow   and  contracted  system,  are 
exerting  every  effort  to  stop  it,  but  in  vain  : 

Labitur,  et  labetur,  in  orone  volubilis  .TVIIIM. 

Mr.  Kinghorn,  while  he  acknowledges,  with  extreme 
regret,  that  the  younger  part  of  our  ministers  are  gene 
rally  disposed  unfavourably  to  the  cause  he  has  attempted 
to  advocate,  expresses  his  conviction,  that  further  reflec 
tion  and  inquiry  will  correct  the  aberrations  of  their 
youth,  and  recall  them  to  the  ancient  path.  But  when 
was  it  ever  known  that  an  extension  of  knowledge  pro 
duced  a  contraction  of  feeling,  or  that  the  effect  of  a 
more  extended  survey  of  the  vast  sphere  of  philosophical 
and  religious  speculation,  was  to  magnify  the  importance 
of  sectarian  peculiarities?  He  anticipates  this  effect 
chiefly  from  the  perusal  of  ecclesiastical  history ;  a  pro 
found  acquaintance  with  which  is  to  put  them  in  pos 
session  of  the  marvellous  secret,  that  mixed  communion 
was  unknown  in  the  ages  which  succeeded  the  universal 
prevalence  of  infant  baptism.  The  general  agreement 
to  consider  that  rite  as  an  indispensable  prerequisite  to 
communion,  during  those  ages,  is  to  be  received,  it  seems, 
as  an  oracle  ;  while  the  baptism  which  they  practised  is 
discarded  as  a  nullity,  the  sole  ground  on  which  it  was 
supposed  to  be  necessary  deemed  a  most  dangerous 
error,  and  innumerable  other  opinions  and  usages,  of 
equal  notoriety  and  extent,  consigned  to  the  moles  and 
to  the  bats.  He  must  have  a  wonderful  faculty  of 
sanguine  anticipation,  who  supposes  that  an  unfettered 
mind  will  reject  the  authority  of  antiquity  in  every  par 
ticular,  except  that  which  suits  his  own  humour ;  and 
after  considering  whatever  distinguishes  the  ecclesiastical 
economy  of  these  ages,  from  that  of  dissenting  societies, 
as  a  striking  instance  of  human  weakness,  stop  short  in 
the  career  of  reprobation  just  at  the  point  he  is  pleased 
to  prescribe.  Such  a  procedure  would  be  (as  Cicero 
observes  on  another  occasion)  not  to  argue,  but  to  divine  ; 
and  it  would  be  just  as  reasonable,  after  making  a  collec 
tion  of  all  the  peculiar  opinions  and  practices  of  Christian 
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antiquity,  to  determine  by  lot  which  of  them  should  be 
received. 

Far  from  indulging  the  apprehension  of  a  retrograde 
motion  from  enlarged  and  liberal,  to  narrow  and  con 
tracted  principles,  we  have  every  reason  to  conclude, 
that  the  polar  ice  once  broken,  they  will  circulate  to  a 
much  wider  extent ;  and  the  revolution  which  has 
already  commenced  amongst  those  who  are  destined  to 
guide  the  public  mind,  shortly  produce  a  powerful 
effect  on  the  people,  who  never  fail,  sooner  or  later,  to 
follow  the  impulse  of  their  public  teachers.  As  it  is 
this  which  gave  rise  to  the  present  practice,  so  it  is  still 
by  a  sort  of  incantation,  by  mustering  the  shades  of  the 
mighty  dead,  of  Booth  and  Fuller  especially,  who  are 
supposed  to  cast  a  dark  and  frowning  aspect  on  the  petu 
lance  of  modern  innovation,  that  it  is  chiefly  supported  ; 
and,  with  all  due  respect  to  the  talents  of  Mr.  Kinghorn, 
it  may  be  confidently  affirmed,  that,  but  for  the  authority 
of  these  worthies,  his  weapons  would  produce  as  little 
execution  as  the  dart  of  Priam. 

Deference  to  great  names  is  a  sentiment  which  it 
would  be  base  to  attempt  to  eradicate,  and  impossible, 
were  it  attempted.  But,  like  other  offsprings  of  the 
mind,  it  is  at  first  rude  and  ill-shapen.  It  makes  no 
selection,  no  discrimination — it  retains  the  impress  of  its 
original,  entire,  just  as  it  was  made  :  it  is  a  vague  undis- 
tinguishing  admiration,  which  consecrates  in  a  mass  all 
the  errors  and  deformities,  along  with  the  real  excellencies 
of  its  object.  Time  only,  the  justest  of  all  critics,  gives 
it  correctness  and  proportion,  and  converts  what  is  at 
first  merely  the  action  of  a  great  upon  an  inferior  mind, 
into  an  enlightened  and  impartial  estimate  of  distinguished 
worth.  The  effect  produced  by  coming  into  an  intimate 
contact  with  a  commanding  intellect,  is  of  a  mixed  na 
ture  ;  it  subdues  and  enslaves  the  very  persons  whom 
it  enlightens,  and  almost  invariably  leaves  a  portion  of 
its  sediment,  where  it  deposits  its  wealth.  It  must  be 
placed  at  a  certain  distance  before  we  derive  from  it  all 
the  pure  defecated  good  it  is  capable  of  imparting;  and 
with  all  my  admiration  of  the  inestimable  men  already 
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mentioned,  and  my  conviction  of  the  value  of  their  ser 
vices,  I  am  persuaded  many  years  must  elapse  before  we 
entirely  surmount  the  effects  of  a  long-continued  dic 
tatorship. 

When  the  views  of  baptism,  by  which  we  are  distin 
guished  as  a  denomination,  are  once  exonerated  from  the 
odium  arising  from  the  practice  we  have  been  opposing, 
and  the  prejudices  which  it  has  necessarily  occasioned 
have  subsided,  we  may  justly  presume  that  the  former 
will  be  examined  with  more  impartiality ;  nor  is  it  pos 
sible  to  assign  a  reason  for  their  having  made  so  limited 
a  progress,  besides  the  extreme  disgust  inspired  by  this 
most  unchristian  and  unnatural  alliance.  It  is  too  much 
to  expect  an  enlightened  public  will  be  eager  to  enroll 
themselves  amongst  the  members  of  a  sect,  which  dis 
plays  much  of  the  intolerance  of  popery,  without  any 
portion  of  its  splendour;  and  prescribes,  as  the  pledge 
of  conversion,  the  renunciation  of  the  whole  Christian 
world.  While  the  vestibule  is  planted  with  the  most 
repulsive  forms,  while  sedent  in  limine  Dirce,  few  will  be 
intrepid  enough  to  enter. 

On  Mr.  Kinghorn's  system,  which  reprobates  the  at 
tendance  of  the  members  of  baptists  and  paedobaptists 
upon  the  ministry  of  each  other,  as  a  dereliction  of 
principle,  to  calculate  the  ages  which  must,  in  all  proba 
bility  elapse,  ere  our  principles  obtain  a  general  preva 
lence,  would  form  an  amusing  problem.  The  Hindoo 
chronology,  which  assigns  to  its  fabulous  dynasties  mil 
lions  and  millions  of  years,  might  furnish  a  specimen  of 
the  scale  on  which  such  a  calculation  should  proceed  ; 
and  unless  some  such  passion  is  expected  to  seize  the 
members  of  other  communities,  as  impelled  the  queen  of 
Sheba  to  come  from  the  ends  of  the  earth  to  hear  the 
wisdom  of  Solomon,  the  projected  revolution  must  be 
pronounced,  in  the  absence  of  miracles,  impossible.  What 
can  be  the  motive  of  the  advocates  of  strict  communion, 
for  studiously  presenting  every  possible  obstacle  to  the 
exclusive  diffusion  of  our  principles?  We  might  be 
almost  tempted  to  conjecture,  that  they  were  afraid  of 

VOL.  III.  Z 
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losing  their  title  to  the  appellation  of  a  "  little  flock,"  or 
that  they  consider  the  baptist  denomination  as  an  order 
of  nobility  or  of  knighthood,  whose  dignity  is  impaired 
in  proportion  as  it  is  diffused.  Be  this  as  it  may,  the 
spirit  of  the  age,  distinguished  by  the  superior  expansion 
of  its  views,  and  the  extensive  cooperation  of  all  sects 
and  parties  in  the  promotion  of  objects  of  public  utility, 
— the  little  success  which  has  accompanied  the  narrow 
and  restrictive  system, — the  dictates  of  scripture,  and 
the  movements  of  that  divine  charity  which  those  dictates 
have  impressed, — all  invite  us  to  "  consider  our  ways," 
to  retrace  our  steps,  and  endeavour  to  draw  our  fellow- 
christians  "  by  the  cords  of  love,  and  the  bands  of  a 
man."  When  we  have  learned  to  "  make  no  difference," 
where  the  Searcher  of  hearts  makes  none;  when  we 
show  an  alacrity  in  embracing  all  who  love  Jesus  Christ, 
as  members  of  the  same  mystical  body,  when,  in  con 
formity  to  the  genius  of  Christianity,  there  is  with  us 
neither  Jew  nor  Greek,  neither  baptist  nor  paedobaptist, 
but  Christ  is  all  in  all, — the  reasons  on  which  our  pecu 
liar  practice  is  founded,  will  in  all  probability,  meet  with 
a  very  different  reception  from  what  has  hitherto  attended 
them,  accompanied  as  they  have  been,  with  a  system  of 
impotent  oppression,  and  unmerited  contumely.  But 
whether  these  expectations,  to  their  full  extent,  are  rea 
lized  or  not,  we  shall  at  least  improve  ourselves,  wipe  off 
the  reproach  of  bigotry  and  intolerance,  and  rise  in  the 
esteem  of  an  enlightened  and  religious  public,  by  con 
vincing  them  that  our  zeal  for  a  ceremonial  institution 
has  not  betrayed  us  into  a  forgetfulness  that  "  love  is  the 
fulfilling  of  the  law." 

Thus  have  I  endeavoured  to  reply  to  the  reasoning  of 
my  opponent  on  this  subject :  whether  my  answer  will 
be  deemed  by  a  discerning  public  conclusive  or  otherwise, 
I  trust  they  will  be  convinced  that  no  attempt  has 
been  made  to  evade  the  force  of  his  arguments,  nor  any 
thing  passed  over  in  silence,  to  which  he  can  be  sup 
posed  to  attach  the  least  degree  of  importance.  My 
anxiety  to  leave  nothing  untouched,  which  bears  any  re- 
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lation  to  the  merits  of  the  controversy,  has  extended  this 
reply  beyond  my  wishes  and  my  expectation  ;  conceiving 
it  better  to  incur  the  charge  of  tediousness,  than  that  of 
discussing  a  polemical  point  of  high  importance,  in  a 
slight  and  superficial  manner.  The  mode  of  establishing 
a  doctrine  in  opposition  to  prevailing  opinions  and  pre 
judices,  is  necessarily  much  more  circuitous  than  the 
strict  laws  of  reasoning  require,  in  exhibiting  its  evidence 
to  the  understanding  at  a  subsequent  period.  In  the 
militant  state  of  a  doctrine,  it  is  generally  found  neces 
sary  to  incur  frequent  repetitions,  to  represent  the  same 
idea  in  a  variety  of  lights,  and  to  encounter  a  multitude 
of  petty  cavils  and  verbal  sophisms,  which,  in  its  farther 
progress,  sink  into  oblivion.  When,  hi  consequence  of  a 
series  of  discussions,  a  doctrine  is  firmly  rooted  in  the 
public  mind,  the  proof  by  which  it  is  sustained  may  be 
presented,  without  impairing  its  force,  in  a  more  compact 
and  elegant  form ;  and  the  time,  I  am  persuaded  is  not 
very  remote,  when  it  will  be  matter  of  surprise  that  it 
should  have  been  thought  necessary  to  employ  so  many 
words  in  evincing  a  truth,  so  nearly  self-evident,  as  that 
which  it  is  the  object  of  the  writer  of  these  pages  to 
establish.  The  flimsy  sophistry  by  which  it  is  attempted 
to  be  obscured,  and  the  tedious  process  of  reasoning 
opposed  to  these  attempts,  will  be  alike  forgotten,  and 
the  very  existence  of  the  controversy  remembered  only 
among  other  melancholy  monuments  of  human  imper 
fection. 

Some  acceleration  of  that  period  the  author  certainly 
anticipates  from  his  present  and  his  former  productions, 
though  he  is  fully  aware  that  the  chief  obstacles  which 
impede  its  approach  are  such  as  it  is  not  in  the  power  of 
argument  alone  to  subdue.  Reasoning  supplies  an 
effectual  antidote  to  mere  speculative  error,  but  opposes 
a  feeble  barrier  to  inveterate  prejudice,  and  to  that  con 
traction  of  feeling,  which  is  the  fruitful  parent  of  innu 
merable  mistakes  and  misconceptions  in  religion.  There 
is  no  room,  however,  for  despondency  ;  for,  as  the  dic 
tates  of  Christian  charity  will  always  be  found  to  coincide 
z  2 
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with  the  justest  principles  of  reason,  the  first  effect  of 
inquiry  will  be  to  enlighten  the  mind,  the  second  to  ex 
pand  and  enlarge  the  heart ;  and  when  the  Spirit  is 
poured  down  from  on  high,  he  will  effectually  teach  us 
that  God  is  Love,  and  that  we  never  please  him  more 
than  when  we  embrace  with  open  arms,  without  distinc 
tion  of  sect  or  party,  all  who  bear  his  image. 
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PREFACE. 


AFTER  having  discussed  so  largely,  in  some  former 
publications,  the  question  of  strict  communion,  that  is, 
the  prevailing  practice  in  the  Baptist  denomination,  of 
confining  their  fellowship  to  members  of  their  own  com 
munity,  it  was  not  my  intention  to  trouble  the  public 
with  the  subject  any  further,  not  having  the  least  am 
bition  for  the  last  word  in  controversy.  But  it  has  been 
suggested  to  me,  that  it  would  not  be  difficult  to  condense 
the  substance  of  the  argument  within  a  smaller  compass, 
so  as  to  render  it  accessible  to  such  as  have  neither  the 
leisure  nor  the  inclination  to  peruse  a  large  performance. 
It  has  been  my  endeavour  to  cut  off  every  thing  super 
fluous,  and,  without  doing  injury  to  the  merits  of  the 
cause,  to  present  the  reasoning  which  sustains  it  in  a 
concise  and  popular  form :  how  far  I  have  succeeded, 
must  be  left  to  the  judgement  of  the  reader. 

I  would  only  remark  here,  that  all  I  have  seen  and 
heard  concurs  to  convince  me,  that  the  practice  of  strict 
communion  rests  almost  entirely  on  authority,  and  that 
were  the  influence  of  a  few  great  names  withdrawn,  it 
would  sink  under  its  own  weight.  Among  those  of  re 
cent  date,  none  has  been  more  regarded  than  that  of  the 
late  venerable  Fuller ;  and  as  he  left  a  manuscript  on 
this  subject  to  be  published  after  his  death,  he  is  consi 
dered  as  having  deposed  his  dying  testimony  in  its  fa 
vour.  That  he  felt  some  predilection  to  a  practice  to 
which  he  had  been  so  long  accustomed,  and  whose  pro 
priety  was  very  rarely  questioned  in  his  early  days,  is 
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freely  admitted  ;  but  that  he  all  along  felt  some  hesita 
tion  on  the  subject,  and  that  his  mind  was  not  com 
pletely  made  up,  I  am  induced  to  believe  from  several 
circumstances.  First,  from  the  fact  of  his  proposing 
himself  to  commune  at  Cambridge,  with  the  full  know 
ledge  of  there  being  paedobaptists  present.  Secondly, 
from  a  conversation  which  passed,  many  years  ago,  be 
tween  him  and  the  writer  of  these  lines.  In  reply  to 
his  observation,  that  we  act  precisely  on  the  same  prin 
ciple  with  our  pagdobaptist  brethren,  since  they  also  insist 
on  baptism  as  an  essential  pre-requisite  to  communion, 
it  was  remarked,  that  this  was  a  mere  argumentum  ad 
kominem  ;  it  might  serve  to  silence  the  clamours  of  those 
pa3dobaptists  who,  while  they  adhered  to  that  principle, 
charged  us  with  bigotry  ;  but  that  still  it  did  not  touch 
the  merits  of  the  question,  since  a  previous  inquiry  oc 
curs,  whether  any  thing  more  is  requisite  to  communion, 
on  scriptural  grounds,  than  a  vital  union  with  Christ ; 
his  answer  was,  When  mixed  communion  is  placed  on 
that  footing,  I  never  yet  ventured  to  attack  it.  Hence  I 
am  compelled  to  consider  his  posthumous  tract  rather  as 
a  trial  of  what  might  be  adduced  on  that  side  of  the 
controversy,  with  a  view  to  provoke  further  inquiry,  than 
the  result  of  deliberate  and  settled  conviction.  Be  this 
as  it  may,  great  as  his  merits  were,  he  was  but  a  man, 
and  as  such  liable  to  err,  even  on  subjects  of  much  greater 
importance.  All  I  wish  is,  that  without  regard  to  hu 
man  names  or  authorities,  the  matter  in  debate  may  be 
entirely  determined  by  an  unprejudiced  appeal  to  reason 
and  scripture. 

The  prevalence  of  this  disposition  to  bow  to  authority, 
and  to  receive  opinions  upon  trust,  is  strikingly  illustrated 
by  the  following  anecdote.  A  highly  respected  friend  of 
mine,  on  asking  one  of  his  deacons,  a  man  of  primitive 
piety  and  integrity,  what  objections  he  had  to  mixed 
communion,  he  replied,  with  great  simplicity,  that  he 
had  two  ;  in  the  first  place,  Mr.  Fuller  did  not  approve 
of  it ;  and  in  the  next,  the  scripture  declares,  that  "  he 
who  pulls  down  a  hedge,  a  serpent  shall  bite  him."  The 
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good  man  very  properly  placed  that  reason  first  which 
carried  the  greatest  weight  with  it. 

In  short,  there  is  a  certain  false  refinement  and  sub- 
tlety  in  the  argument  for  strict  communion,  which  would 
never  occur  to  a  plain  man,  who  was  left  solely  to  the 
guidance  of  scripture.  In  common  with  almost  every 
other  error,  it  derived  its  origin  from  the  public  teachers 
of  religion,  and  with  a  change  of  sentiment  in  them,  it 
will  gradually  disappear;  nor  will  it  he  long  ere  our 
churches  will  be  surprised  that  they  suffered  themselves 
to  be  betrayed,  by  specious,  but  hollow  sophistry,  into  a 
practice  so  repulsive  and  so  impolitic. 

Amicus  Plato,  amicus  Socrates,  sed  may  is  arnica  ce- 
ritas. 

OCTOHER?,  1826. 


A    SHORT    STATEMENT. 


IT  is  admitted,  by  all  denominations  of  Christians, 
with  the  exception  of  one,  that  the  sacrament  of  the 
Lord's  supper  is  of  perpetual  obligation,  and  that  it  was 
designed  by  its  Founder  for  one  of  the  principal  indica 
tions  and  expressions  of  that  fraternal  affection  which 
ought  to  distinguish  his  followers.  Though  the  commu 
nion  of  saints  is  of  larger  extent,  comprehending  all 
those  sentiments  and  actions  by  which  Christians  are 
especially  united,  the  joint  participation  of  this  rite  is 
universally  acknowledged  to  constitute  an  important 
branch  of  that  communion.  So  important  a  part  has 
it  been  considered,  that  it  has  usurped  the  name  of 
the  whole ;  and  when  any  dispute  arises  respecting  the 
terms  of  communion,  it  is  generally  understood  to  relate 
to  the  terms  of  admission  to  the  Lord's  table. 

Whether  all  real  Christians  are  entitled  to  share  in 
this  privilege,  whether  it  forms  a  part  of  that  spiritual 
provision  which  belongs  to  the  whole  family  of  the 
faithful,  or  whether  it  is  the  exclusive  patrimony  of  a 
sect,  who  (on  the  ground  of  their  supposed  imperfec 
tion)  are  authorized  to  repel  the  rest,  is  the  question 
which  it  is  my  purpose,  in  the  following  pages,  briefly 
and  calmly  to  discuss. 

The  first  conclusion  to  which  we  should  naturally 
arrive,  would  probably  favour  the  more  liberal  system; 
we  should  be  ready  to  suppose  that  he  who  is  accepted 
of  Christ  ought  also  to  be  accepted  of  his  brethren,  and 
that  he  whose  right  to  the  thing  signified  was  not  ques 
tioned,  possessed  an  undoubted  right  to  the  outward 
sign.  There  are  some  truths  which  are  so  self-evident, 
that  a  formal  attempt  to  prove  them  has  the  appearance 
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of  trifling,  where  the  premises  and  the  conclusion  so 
nearly  coincide,  that  it  is  not  easy  to  point  out  the  inter 
mediate  links  that  at  once  separate  and  connect  them. 
Whether  the  assertion,  that  all  sincere  Christians  are 
entitled  to  a  place  at  the  Lord's  table  is  of  that  de 
scription,  will  more  clearly  appear  as  we  advance ;  but 
I  must  be  permitted  to  say,  that  a  feeling  of  the  kind 
just  mentioned  has  occasioned  the  greatest  difficulty  I 
have  experienced  in  this  discussion. 

It  is  well  known  that  a  diversity  of  sentiment  has 
long  subsisted  in  this  country,  in  relation  to  the  proper 
subjects  of  baptism,  together  with  the  mode  of  adminis 
tering  that  rite.  While  the  great  body  of  the  Christian 
world  administer  baptism  to  infants,  and  adopt  the  prac 
tice  of  sprinkling  or  pouring  the  sacramental  water,  there 
are  some  who  contend  that  baptism  should  be  confined 
to  those  who  are  capable  of  understanding  the  articles  of 
the  Christian  religion,  or,  in  other  words,  to  adults,  and 
that  the  proper  mode  is  the  immersion  of  the  whole  body. 
They  wrho  maintain  the  last  of  these  opinions,  were  for 
merly  designated  by  the  appellation  of  anabaptists  ;  but 
as  that  term  implied  that  they  assumed  a  right  of  re 
peating  baptism,  when  in  reality  their  only  reason  for 
baptizing  such  as  had  been  sprinkled  in  their  infancy, 
was,  that  they  looked  upon  the  baptism  of  infants  as  a 
mere  human  invention,  the  candour  of  modern  times 
has  changed  the  invidious  appellation  of  anabaptist  to 
the  more  simple  one  of  baptist. 

It  is  not  my  intention  to  attempt  the  defence  of  that 
class  of  Christians,  though  their  views  are  entirely  in 
accordance  with  my  own ;  one  consequence,  however, 
necessarily  results.  We  are  compelled,  by  virtue  of 
them,  to  look  upon  the  great  mass  of  our  fellow-chris- 
tians  as  unbaptized.  On  no  other  ground  can  we  main 
tain  our  principles,  or  justify  our  conduct.  Hence  it 
has  been  inferred,  too  hastily  in  my  opinion,  that  we 
are  bound  to  abstain  from  their  communion,  whatever 
judgement  we  may  form  of  their  sincerity  and  piety. 
Baptism,  it  is  alleged,  is,  under  all  possible  circum 
stances,  an  indispensable  term  of  communion;  and  how- 
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ever  highly  we  may  esteem  many  of  our  pa3clobaptist 
brethren,  yet,  as  we  cannot  but  deem  them  unbaptized^ 
we  must  of  necessity  consider  them  as  disqualified  for  an 
approach  to  the  Lord's  table.  It  is  evident  that  this 
reasoning  rests  entirely  on  the  assumption  that  baptism 
is  invariably  a  necessary  condition  of  communion — an 
opinion  which  it  is  not  surprising  the  baptists  should 
have  embraced,  since  it  has  long  passed  current  in  the 
Christian  world,  and  been  received  by  nearly  all  deno 
minations  of  Christians.  The  truth  is,  it  has  never,  till 
of  late,  become  a  practical  question,  nor  could  it  while 
all  parties  acknowledged  each  other's  baptism.  It  was 
only  when  a  religious  denomination  arose,  whose  princi 
ples  compelled  them  to  deny  the  validity  of  any  other 
baptism  besides  that  which  they  themselves  practised, 
that  the  question  respecting  the  relation  which  that  ordi 
nance  bears  to  the  Lord's  supper,  could  have  any  influ 
ence  on  practice.  But  a  doctrine  which  can  have  no 
possible  influence  on  practice  is  received  with  little  or  no 
examination;  and  to  this  must  be  imputed  the  facility 
with  which  it  has  been  so  generally  admitted,  that  bap 
tism  must  necessarily  and  invariably  precede  an  admis 
sion  to  the  Lord's  table.  The  wide  circulation,  however, 
of  this  doctrine,  ought  undoubtedly  to  have  the  effect  of 
softening  the  severity  of  censure  on  that  conduct  (how 
ever  singular  it  may  appear)  which  is  its  necessary  re 
sult  :  such  is  that  of  the  great  majority  of  the  baptists,  in 
confining  their  communion  to  those  whom  they  deem 
baptized  ;  wherein  they  act  precisely  on  the  same  prin 
ciple  with  all  other  Christians,  who  assume  it  for  granted 
that  baptism  is  an  essential  preliminary  to  the  reception 
of  the  sacrament.  The  point  on  which  they  differ  is  the 
nature  of  that  institution,  which  we  place  in  immersion, 
and  of  which  we  suppose  rational  and  accountable  agents 
the  only  fit  subjects ;  this  opinion,  combined  with  the 
other  generally  received  one,  that  none  are  entitled  to 
receive  the  eucharist  but  such  as  have  been  baptized, 
leads  inevitably  to  the  practice  which  seems  so  singular, 
and  gives  so  much  offence — the  restricting  of  communion 
to  our  own  denomination.  Let  it  be  admitted  that  bap- 
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tism  is,  under  all  circumstances,  a  necessary  condition  of 
church  fellowship,  and  it  is  impossible  for  the  baptists  to 
act  otherwise.  That  their  practice  in  this  particular  is 
harsh  and  illiberal,  is  freely  admitted,  but  it  is  the  infal 
lible  consequence  of  the  opinion  generally  entertained 
respecting  communion,  conjoined  with  their  peculiar 
views  of  the  baptismal  rite.  The  recollection  of  this 
may  suffice  to  rebut  the  ridicule,  and  silence  the  clamour, 
of  those  who  loudly  condemn  the  baptists  for  a  proceed 
ing,  which,  were  they  but  to  change  their  opinion  on  the 
subject  of  baptism,  their  own  principles  would  compel 
them  to  adopt.  They  both  concur  in  a  common  princi  - 
pie,  from  which  the  practice  deemed  so  offensive  is  the 
necessary  result. 

Considered  as  an  argumentum  ad  hominem,  or  an  ap 
peal  to  the  avowed  principles  of  our  opponents,  this  rea 
soning  may  be  sufficient  to  shield  us  from  that  severity 
of  reproach  to  which  we  are  often  exposed,  nor  ought 
we  to  be  censured  for  acting  upon  a  system  which  is 
sanctioned  by  our  accusers.  Still  it  leaves  the  real  merits 
of  the  question  untouched;  for  the  inquiry  remains 
open,  whether  baptism  is  an  indispensable  pre-requisite 
to  communion;  in  other  words,  whether  they  stand  in 
such  a  relation  to  each  other,  that  the  involuntary  ne 
glect  of  the  first,  incurs  a  forfeiture  of  the  title  to  the 
last. 

The  chief,  I  might  say  the  only,  argument  for  the  re 
stricted  plan  of  communion,  is  derived  from  the  example 
of  the  apostles,  and  the  practice  of  the  primitive  church. 
It  is  alleged,  with  some  appearance  of  plausibility,  that 
the  first  duty  enjoined  on  the  primitive  converts  to 
Christianity  was  to  be  baptized,  that  no  repeal  of  the  law 
has  taken  place  since,  that  the  apostles  uniformly  bap 
tized  their  converts  before  they  admitted  them  to  the 
sacrament,  and  that,  during  the  first  and  purest  ages,  the 
church  knew  of  no  members  who  had  not  submitted  to 
that  rite ;  and  that,  consequently,  in  declining  a  union 
•with  those,  whom,  however  estimable  in  other  respects, 
we  are  obliged  to  consider  as  unbaptized,  we  are  follow 
ing  the  highest  precedents,  and  treading  in  the  hallowed 
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steps  of  the  inspired  teachers  of  religion.  Such,  in  a  few 
words,  is  the  sum  and  substance  of  their  reasoning  who 
are  the  advocates  of  strict  communion ;  and  as  it  ap 
proaches  with  a  lofty  and  imposing  air,  and  has  pre 
vailed  with  thousands,  to  embrace  what  appears  to  me  a 
most  serious  error,  I  must  bespeak  the  reader's  patience, 
while  I  endeavour  to  sift  it  to  the  bottom,  in  order  to  ex- 
pose  its  fallacy. 

Precedent  derived  from  the  practice  of  inspired  men 
is  entitled  to  be  regarded  as  law,  in  exact  proportion  as 
the  spirit  of  it  is  copied,  and  the  principle  on  which  it 
proceeds  is  acted  upon.  If,  neglectful  of  these,  we  at 
tend  to  the  letter  only,  we  shall  be  betrayed  into  the 
most  serious  mistakes,  since  there  are  numerous  actions 
recorded  of  the  apostles  in  the  government  of  the  church, 
which  it  would  be  the  height  of  folly  and  presumption  to 
imitate.  Above  all  things,  it  is  necessary,  before  we 
proceed  to  found  a  rule  of  action  on  precedent,  carefully 
to  investigate  the  circumstances  under  which  it  occurred, 
and  the  reasons  on  which  it  was  founded.  The  apostles, 
it  is  acknowledged,  admitted  none  to  the  Lord's  supper, 
but  such  as  were  previously  baptized ;  but  under  what 
circumstances  did  they  maintain  this  course  ?  It  was  at 
a  time  when  a  mistake  respecting  the  will  of  the  Su 
preme  Legislator  on  the  subject  of  baptism  was  impossi 
ble  ;  it  was  while  a  diversity  of  opinion  relating  to  it 
could  not  possibly  subsist,  because  inspired  men  were  at 
hand,  ready  to  remove  every  doubt,  and  satisfy  the 
mind  of  every  honest  inquirer.  It  was  under  circum 
stances  that  must  have  convicted  him  who  declined  com 
pliance  with  that  ordinance,  of  wilful  prevarication,  and 
stubborn  resistance  to  the  delegates  and  representatives 
of  Christ,  who  commissioned  them  to  promulgate  his 
laws,  with  an  express  assurance  that  "  whoever  rejected 
them,  rejected  him,  and  whoever  received  them,  received 
him,"  and  that  to  refuse  to  obey  their  word,  exposed  the 
offender  to  a  severer  doom  than  was  allotted  to  Sodom 
and  Gomorrah.*  Their  instructions  were  too  plain  to  be 

*Matt.  x.  14, 15. 


352  CHRISTIAN   IN   OPPOSITION   TO 

mistaken,  their  authority  too  sacred  to  be  contemned  by 
a  professor  of  Christianity,  without  being  guilty  of  daring 
impiety.  In  such  a  state  of  things,  it  may  be  asked, 
how  could  they  have  acted  differently  from  what  they 
did  ?  To  have  received  into  the  church  men  who  dis 
puted  their  inspiration  and  despised  their  injunctions, 
would  have  been  to  betray  their  trust,  and  to  renounce 
their  pretensions  as  the  living  depositaries  of  the  mind  of 
Christ :  to  have  admitted  those  who,  believing  their  in 
spiration,  yet  refused  a  compliance  with  their  orders, 
would  have  let  into  the  church  the  most  unheard-of 
licentiousness,  and  polluted  it,  by  incorporating  with  its 
members  the  worst  of  men.  Neither  of  these  could  be 
thought  of,  and  no  other  alternative  remained  but  to  in 
sist  as  a  test  of  sincerity  on  a  punctual  compliance  with 
what  was  known  and  acknowledged  as  the  apostolic  doc 
trine.  "  We  are  of  God,"  says  St.  John :  "  he  that 
knoweth  God  heareth  us ;  he  that  is  not  of  God  heareth 
not  us :  hereby  we  know  the  spirit  of  truth,  and  the 
spirit  of  error."*  In  short,  the  apostles  refused  to  im 
part  the  external  privileges  of  the  church  to  such  as 
impugned  their  authority,  or  contemned  their  injunc 
tions,  which,  whoever  persisted  in  the  neglect  of  bap 
tism  at  that  time,  and  in  those  circumstances,  must 
necessarily  have  done. 

But  in  declining  the  communion  of  modern  pasdobap- 
tists,  however  eminent  their  piety,  there  is  really  nothing 
analogous  to  that  method  of  proceeding.  The  resem 
blance  fails  in  its  most  essential  features.  In  repelling 
an  unbaptized  person  from  their  communion,  supposing 
such  a  one  to  have  presented  himself,  they  would  have 
rejected  the  violator  of  a  known  precept ;  he  whom  we 
refuse  is,  at  most,  chargeable  only  with  mistaking  it. 
The  former  must  either  have  neglected  an  acknowledged 
precept,  and  thus  evinced  a  mind  destitute  of  principle, 
or  he  must  have  set  the  authority  of  the  apostles  at  de 
fiance,  and  thus  have  classed  with  parties  of  the  worst 
description.  Our  pasdobaptist  brethren  are  exposed  to 

*  1  John  iv.  6. 
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neither  of  these  charges  :  convince  them  that  it  is  their 
duty  to  be  baptized,  in  the  method  which  we  approve, 
and  they  stand  ready,  many  of  them  at  least,  we  cannot 
doubt,  stand  ready  to  perform  it ;  convince  them  that  it 
is  a  necessary  inference  from  the  correct  interpretation  of 
the  apostolic  commission,  and  they  will,  without  hesita 
tion,  bow  to  that  authority. 

The  most  rigid  baptist  will  probably  admit  that,  how 
ever  clear  and  irresistible  the  evidence  of  his  sentiments 
may  appear  to  himself,  there  are  those  whom  it  fails  to 
convince,  and  some  of  them,  certainly,  illustrious  exam 
ples  of  piety ;  men  who  would  tremble  at  the  thought  of 
deliberately  violating  the  least  of  the  commands  of 
Christ  or  of  his  apostles;  men  whose  character  and 
principles,  consequently,  form  a  striking  contrast  with 
those  of  the  persons  whom  it  is  allowed  the  apostles 
would  have  repelled.  But  to  separate  ourselves  from  the 
best  of  men,  because  the  apostles  would  have  withdrawn 
from  the  worst,  to  confound  the  broadest  moral  distinc 
tions,  by  awarding  the  same  treatment  to  involuntary 
and  conscientious  error  which  they  were  prepared  to  in 
flict  on  stubborn  and  wilful  disobedience,  is  certainly  a 
very  curious  method  of  following  apostolic  precedent. 
"  The  letter  killeth,"  says  St.  Paul,  "  the  spirit  maketh 
alive."  "Whether  the  contrariety  of  these  was  ever  more 
strongly  marked,  than  by  such  a  method  of  imitating  the 
apostles,  let  the  reader  judge. 

For  the  clearer  illustration  of  this  point,  let  us  suppose 
a  case.  A  person  proposes  himself  as  a  candidate  for 
admission  to  a  baptist  church.  The  minister  inquires 
into  his  views  of  the  ordinance  of  baptism,  and  respect 
fully  asks  whether  he  is  convinced  of  the  divine  autho 
rity  of  the  rite  which  was  administered  to  him  in  his 
infancy.  He  confesses  he  is  not,  that  on  mature  delibe 
ration  and  inquiry  he  considers  it  as  a  human  invention. 
On  his  thus  avowing  his  conviction,  he  is  urged  to  con 
fess  Christ  before  men,  by  a  prompt  compliance  with 
what  he  is  satisfied  is  a  part  of  his  revealed  will :  he 
hesitates,  he  refuses,  alleging  that  it  is  not  essential  to 
salvation,  that  it  is  a  mere  external  rite,  and  that  some  of 

VOL.  III.  A  A 
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the  holiest  of  men  have  died  in  the  neglect  of  it.  Here 
is  a  parallel  case  to  that  of  a  person  who  should  have  de 
clined  the  ordinance  of  baptism  in  primitive  times ;  and 
in  entire  consistence  with  the  principles  which  we  are 
maintaining,  we  have  no  hesitation  in  affirming,  that  the 
individual  in  question  is  disqualified  for  Christian  com 
munion.  To  receive  him  under  such  circumstances, 
would  be  sanctioning  the  want  of  principle,  and  pouring 
contempt  on  the  Christian  precepts.  Yet  the  conduct  we 
have  now  supposed  would  be  less  criminal  than  to  have 
shrunk  from  baptism  in  the  apostolic  age,  because  the 
evidence  by  which  our  views  are  supported,  though  suf 
ficient  for  every  practical  purpose,  is  decidedly  inferior 
to  that  which  accompanied  their  first  promulgation :  the 
utmost  that  we  can  pretend,  is  a  very  high  probability  ; 
the  primitive  converts  possessed  an  absolute  certainty. 
Now  since  we  are  prepared  to  visit  a  degree  of  delin 
quency  inferior  to  that  which  would  have  ensured  the 
rejection  of  a  candidate  by  the  apostles,  with  the  same 
severity,  how  preposterous  is  it  to  charge  us  with  de 
parting  from  apostolical  precedent !  In  the  same  circum 
stances,  or  in  circumstances  nearly  the  same,  we  are 
ready  instantly  to  act  the  same  part :  let  the  circum 
stances  be  essentially  varied,  and  our  proceeding  is  pro- 
portionably  different.  The  apostles  refused  the  com 
munion  of  such,  and  such  only,  as  were  insincere,  "  who 
held  the  truth  in  unrighteousness,"  avowing  their  convic 
tion  of  one  system,  and  acting  upon  another:  and 
wherever  similar  indications  display  themselves,  we  do 
precisely  the  same.  They  admitted  the  weak  and 
erroneous,  providing  their  errors  were  not  of  a  nature 
subversive  of  Christianity ;  and,  so  do  we.  They  tole 
rated  men  whose  sentiments  differed  from  their  own, 
providing  they  did  not  rear  the  standard  of  revolt,  by  a 
deliberate  resistance  to  the  only  infallible  authority ;  and 
such  precisely  is  the  course  we  pursue.  We  bear  with 
those  who  mistake  the  dictates  of  inspiration,  in  points 
which  are  not  essential ;  but  with  none  who  wilfully 
contradict,  or  neglect  them.  In  the  government  of  the 
church,  as  far  as  our  means  of  information  reach,  the 
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immediate  ambassadors  of  Christ  appear  to  have  set  us 
an  example  of  much  gentleness  and  mildness,  to  have 
exercised  a  tender  consideration  of  human  imperfection, 
and  to  have  reserved  all  their  severity  for  a  contumacious 
rejection  of  their  guidance,  and  disdain  of  their  instruc 
tions.  And  wherever  these  features  appear,  we  humbly 
tread  in  their  steps ;  being  as  little  disposed  as  they,  to 
countenance  or  receive  those  who  impugn  their  inspira 
tion,  or  censure  their  decisions. 

They  were  certainly  strangers  to  that  scheme  of  eccle 
siastical  polity,  which  proposes  to  divide  the  mystical 
body  of  Christ  into  two  parts,  one  consisting  of  such  as 
enjoy  communion  with  him,  the  other  of  such  as  are  en 
titled  to  commune  with  each  other.  In  no  part  of  their 
writings,  is  the  faintest  vestige  to  be  discerned  of  that 
state  of  things  of  which  our  opponents  are  enamoured, 
where  a  vast  majority  of  sincere  Christians  are  deemed 
disqualified  for  Christian  fellowship,  and  while  their  pre 
tensions  to  acceptance  with  God,  and  a  title  to  eternal 
life,  are  undisputed,  are  yet  to  be  kept  in  a  state  of  se 
clusion  from  the  visible  church.  Had  they  in  any  part 
of  their  Epistles  appeared  to  broach  such  a  doctrine  ; 
had  they  lavished  high  encomiums  on  the  faith  and 
piety  of  those  with  whom  they  refused  to  associate  at  the 
Lord's  supper,  our  astonishment  at  sentiments  so  singular 
and  so  eccentric,  would  have  been  such,  that  scarcely  any 
conceivable  uniformity  of  manuscripts  or  of  versions 
could  have  accredited  the  passages  that  contained  them. 
That  the  primitive  church  was  composed  of  professed 
believers,  and  none  debarred  from  its  privileges,  but 
such  whose  faith  was  essentially  erroneous,  or  their  cha 
racter  doubtful,  is  a  matter  of  fact  which  appears  on  the 
very  surface  of  the  inspired  records,  and  was  probably 
never  called  in  question,  in  any  age  or  country,  until  an 
opposite  principle  was  avowed  and  acted  upon  by  the 
modern  baptists,  who  appropriate  its  title  and  its  immu 
nities  to  themselves,  while,  with  strange  inconsistency, 
they  proclaim  their  conviction,  that  the  persons  whom 
they  exclude  are  indisputably  in  possession  of  its  interior 
and  spiritual  privileges.  For  this  portentous  separation 
A  A  2 
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of  the  internal  from  the  outward  and  visible  privileges 
of  Christianity ;  for  confining  the  latter  to  a  mere  hand 
ful  of  such  as  have  "  obtained  like  precious  faith  with 
themselves,"  in  vain  will  they  seek  for  support  in  the  ex 
ample  of -the  apostles.  They  repeatedly  and  earnestly 
warn  us  against  resting  in  external  advantages,  and  of 
the  danger  of  substituting  the  outward  sign  for  the  in 
ward  and  spiritual  grace;  but  never  give  the  slightest 
intimation  of  the  possibility  of  possessing  the  first,  with 
out  being  entitled  to  the  last.  The  assertion  of  such  an 
opinion,  and  the  practice  founded  upon  it,  the  reader 
will  at  once  perceive,  is  a  departure  from  the  precedent 
and  example  of  the  earliest  age,  which  it  would  be  dif 
ficult  to  parallel. 

In  opposition,  however,  to  all  that  has  been  urged  to 
show  the  obvious  disparity  between  the  two  cases,  our 
opponents  still  reiterate  the  cry,  The  apostles  did  not 
tolerate  the  omission  of  baptism,  and  therefore  we  are 
not  justified  in  tolerating  it !  But  is  the  omission  of  a 
duty  to  be  judged  of  in  relation  to  its  moral  quality, 
without  any  regard  to  circumstances,  without  any  con 
sideration,  whether  it  be  voluntary  or  involuntary,  whe 
ther  it  proceed  from  perversity  of  will,  or  error  of  judge 
ment,  from  an  erroneous  interpretation  of  our  Lord's 
precepts,  or  a  contempt  of  his  injunctions;  and  sup 
posing  our  paadobaptist  brethren  to  be  sincere  and  con 
scientious,  is  there  any  resemblance  between  them  and 
those  whom  the  apostles,  it  is  allowed,  would  have  re 
pelled,  except  in  the  mere  circumstance  of  their  being 
both  unbaptized,  the  one  because  they  despised  the 
apostolic  injunctions,  the  other  because  they  mistake 
them  ?  The  former  (supposing  them  to  have  existed  at 
all)  must  have  been  men  over  whose  conscience  the 
word  of  God  had  no  power ;  the  latter  tremble  at  his 
word,  and  are  restrained  from  following  our  example  by 
deference  to  his  will.  If  such  opposite  characters  are 
the  natural  objects  of  a  contrary  state  of  feeling,  they 
must  be  equally  so  of  a  contrary  treatment ;  nor  can  any 
thing  be  more  preposterous  than  to  confound  them 
together,  under  the  pretence  of  a  regard  to  apostolic 
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precedent.  Our  treatment  of  mankind  should  undoubt 
edly  be  the  expression  of  our  feelings,  and  regulated  by 
our  estimate  of  their  character.  Strict  communion  pre 
scribes  the  contrary ;  it  sets  the  conduct  and  the  feelings 
at  variance,  and  erects  into  a  duty  the  mortification  of 
our  best  and  holiest  propensities. 

The  discipline  of  the  church,  as  prescribed  by  Christ 
and  his  apostles,  is  founded  on  principles  applicable  to 
every  age  and  to  every  combination  of  events  to  which  it 
is  liable,  in  a  world  replete  with  change,  where  new 
forms  of  error,  new  modes  of  aberration  from  the  paths 
of  rectitude  and  truth,  are  destined  to  follow  in  rapid 
and  unceasing  succession.  Among  these  we  are  com 
pelled  to  enumerate  the  prevailing  notions  of  the  Christian 
world  on  the  subject  of  baptism — an  error  which  it  is 
obvious  could  have  no  subsistence  during  the  age  of  the 
apostles.  Here,  then,  arises  a  new  case ;  and  it  becomes 
a  matter  of  serious  inquiry,  how  it  is  to  be  treated.  It 
plainly  cannot  be  decided  by  a  reference  to  apostolic  pre 
cedent,  because  nothing  of  this  kind  then  existed,  or 
could  exist.  The  precept  which  enjoined  the  baptism  of 
new  converts  might  be  resisted,  bat  it  could  not  be  mis 
taken;  and  therefore  no  inference  can  be  drawn  from 
the  treatment  which  it  is  admitted  the  apostles  would 
have  assigned  to  wilful  disobedience,  that  is  applicable 
to  the  case  of  involuntary  error.  The  only  method  of 
arriving  at  a  satisfactory  conclusion,  is  to  consider  how 
they  conducted  themselves  towards  sincere,  though  erring 
Christians,  together  with  the  temper  they  recommend  us 
to  cultivate  towards  such  as  labour  under  mistakes  and 
misconceptions  not  inconsistent  with  piety.  Without 
expecting  a  specific  direction  for  the  regulation  of  our 
conduct  in  this  identical  particular,  which  would  be  to 
suppose  the  error  in  question  not  new,  it  is  quite  suffi 
cient  if  the  general  principle  of  toleration  which  the 
New  Testament  enjoins,  is  found  to  comprehend  the 
present  instance. 

If  action  be  founded  on  conviction,  as  it  undoubtedly 
is  in  all  well-regulated  minds,  we  are  as  much  obliged  to^ 
mould  our  sentiments  into  an  agreement  with  those  of 
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the  apostles,  as  our  conduct :  inspired  precedents  of 
thought  are  as  authoritative  as  those  of  action.  The 
advocates  of  strict  communion  are  clamorous  in  their 
demand  that,  in  relation  to  church  fellowship,  we  should 
treat  all  predobaptists  exactly  in  the  same  manner  as  the 
apostles  would  have  treated  unbaptized  persons  in  their 
day.  But  must  we  not  for  the  same  reason  think  the 
same  of  them  ?  This,  however,  they  disclaim  as  much 
as  we  do  :  they  are  perfectly  sensible,  nor  have  they  the 
hardihood  to  deny,  that  the  difference  is  immense  be 
tween  a  conscientious  mistake  of  the  mind  of  Christ  on 
a  particular  subject,  and  a  deliberate  contempt  or  neglect 
of  it.  Who  can  doubt  that  the  apostles  would  be  the  first 
to  feel  this  distinction  ;  and,  as  they  would  undoubtedly, 
in  common  with  all  conscientious  persons,  regulate  their 
conduct  by  their  sentiments,  that,  could  they  be  person 
ally  consulted,  they  would  recommend  a  correspondent 
difference  of  treatment  ?  To  sum  up  the  argument  in  a 
few  words.  Nothing  can  be  more  hollow  and  fallacious 
than  the  pretension  of  our  opponents  that  they  are 
guided  by  inspired  precedent,  for  we  have  no  precedent 
in  the  case  ;  in  other  words,  we  have  no  example  of  the 
manner  in  which  they  conducted  themselves  towards 
such  as  fell  into  an  error  on  the  subject  of  baptism  ;  the 
Scriptures  make  no  allusion  to  such  an  error  which 
attaches  at  present  to  many  most  tenacious  of  its  au 
thority,  humbly  submissive  to  its  dictates,  and  deeply 
imbued  with  its  spirit ;  to  men,  in  a  word,  of  the  most 
opposite  character  to  those  who  may  be  supposed,  in 
consequence  of  setting  light  by  the  authority  of  in 
spired  teachers,  to  have  neglected  baptism  in  the  first 
ages. 

Thus  much  may  suffice  for  apostolic  precedent.  There 
is  still  one  more  view  of  the  subject  to  which  the  atten 
tion  of  the  reader  is  requested  for  a  moment.  It  remains 
to  be  considered  whether  there  is  any  peculiar  connexion 
between  the  two  ordinances  of  baptism  and  the  Lord's 
supper,  either  in  the  nature  of  things  or  by  divine  ap 
pointment,  so  as  to  render  it  improper  to  administer  the 
one  without  the  other.  That  there  is  no  natural  con- 
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nexion  is  obvious.  They  were  instituted  at  different 
times  and  for  different  purposes ;  baptism  is  a  mode  of 
professing  our  faith  in  the  blessed  Trinity,  the  Lord's 
supper  as  a  commemoration  of  the  dying  love  of  the 
Redeemer :  the  former  is  the  act  of  an  individual,  the 
latter  of  a  society.  The  words  which  contain  our  war 
rant  for  the  celebration  of  the  eucharist,  convey  no  allu 
sion  to  baptism  whatever  :  those  which  prescribe  baptism 
carry  no  anticipative  reference  to  the  eucharist.  And  as 
it  is  demonstrable  that  John's  baptism  was  a  separate  in 
stitution  from  that  which  was  enacted  after  our  Lord's 
resurrection,  the  Lord's  supper  is  evidently  anterior  to 
baptism,  and  the  original  communicants  consisted  entirely 
of  such  as  had  not  received  that  ordinance.  To  all  ap 
pearance,  the  rites  in  question  rest  on  independent 
grounds.  But  perhaps  there  is  a  special  connexion  be 
tween  the  two,  arising  from  divine  appointment.  If  this 
be  the  case,  it  will  be  easy  to  point  it  out.  Rarely,  if 
ever,  are  they  mentioned  together,  and  on  no  occasion  is 
it  asserted,  or  insinuated,  that  the  validity  of  the  sacra 
ment  depends  on  the  previous  observation  of  the  baptis 
mal  ceremony.  That  there  was  such  a  connexion  between 
circumcision  and  the  passover,  we  learn  from  the  explicit 
declaration  of  Moses,  who  asserts  that  "  no  uncircumcised 
person  shall  eat  thereof."  Let  a  similar  prohibition  be 
produced  in  the  present  instance,  and  the  controversy  is 
at  an  end. 

The  late  excellent  Mr.  Fuller,  in  a  posthumous  pam 
phlet  on  this  subject,  laboured  hard  to  prove  an  instituted 
connexion  between  the  two  ordinances ;  but  his  conclu 
sion  from  the  premises  is  so  feeble  and  precarious,  that 
we  strongly  suspect  his  own  mind  was  not  fully  made  up 
on  the  subject.  His  reasoning  is  certainly  very  little 
adapted  to  satisfy  an  impartial  inquirer.  The  whole  per 
formance  appears  more  like  an  experiment  of  what 
might  be  advanced  in  favour  of  a  prevailing  hypothesis, 
than  the  result  of  deep  and  deliberate  conviction. 

On  this  point  our  opponents  are  at  variance  with  each 
other ;  Mr.  Kinghorn  roundly  asserts  that  baptism  has 
no  more  connexion  with  the  Lord's  supper  than  with 
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every  other  part  of  Christianity.  Thus  what  Mr.  Fuller 
attempts  to  demonstrate  as  the  main  pillar  of  his  cause, 
Mr.  Kinghorn  abandons  without  scruple.  What  a  for 
tunate  position  is  that  to  which  men  may  arrive,  who 
proceed  in  the  most  opposite  directions — a  sort  of 
mental  antipodes,  which  you  will  reach  with  equal 
certainty,  whether  you  advance  by  the  east  or  by  the 
west.  From  the  title  of  Mr.  Kinghorns  book,  which 
is,  "  Baptism  a  term  of  Communion,"  we  should  be  led 
to  expect  that  it  was  his  principal  object  to  trace  some 
specific  relation  which  these  rites  bear  to  each  other. 
No  such  thing :  he  denies  there  is  any  such  relation : 
baptism,  he  declares,  is  no  otherwise  connected  with  the 
Lord's  supper  than  it  is  with  every  other  part  of  Christi 
anity.  But  on  this  hypothesis,  it  is  essential  to  the 
eucharist,  and  consequently  it  is  essential  to  every  part 
of  Christianity ;  so  that  the  omission  of  it,  from  what 
ever  cause,  is  such  an  error  in  the  first  concoction,  that 
it  vitiates  every  branch  of  religion,  disqualifies  for  all 
its  duties,  and  incurs  the  forfeiture  of  all  its  privileges. 
This  is  the  statement  of  a  man  who  makes  loud  profes 
sions  of  attachment  to  our  paedobaptist  brethren ;  nor 
can  he  escape  from  this  strange  dilemma  but  by  retra 
cing  his  steps,  and  taking  his  stand  writh  Mr.  Fuller  on 
a  supposed  instituted  relation  between  the  two  ordinances. 
Meanwhile,  it  is  instructive  to  observe  in  what  inextrica 
ble  labyrinths  the  acutest  minds  are  entangled,  which 
desert  the  high  road  of  common  sense,  in  pursuit  of  fan 
ciful  theories. 

Having  cleared  the  way,  by  -showing  that  scripture 
precedent,  properly  interpreted,  affords  no  countenance 
or  support  to  strict  communion,  the  remaining  task  is 
yery  easy.  For  nothing  can  be  more  evident,  than  that 
the  whole  genius  of  Christianity  is  favourable  to  the  most 
cordial  and  affectionate  treatment  of  our  fellow-chris- 
tians.  To  love  them  fervently,  to  bear  with  their  imper 
fections,  and  cast  the  mantle  of  forgiveness  over  their 
infirmities,  is  to  fulfil  the  law  of  Christ.  A  schism  in 
his  mystical  body  is  deprecated  as  the  greatest  evil,  and 
whatever  tends  to  promote  it  is  subjected  to  the  severest 
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reprobation.  "  Now  I  beseech  you,  by  the  name  of  the 
Lord  Jesus,"  is  the  language  of  St.  Paul,  "  that  ye  all 
speak  the  same  thing,  and  that  there  be  no  divisions 
among  you  ;  but  that  ye  be  perfectly  joined  together  in 
the  same  mind  and  in  the  same  judgement.  For  it 
has  been  declared  unto  me,  by  them  who  are  of  the 
house  of  Chloe,  that  there  are  contentions  among  you. 
Now  this  I  say,  that  every  one  of  you  saith,  I  am  of 
Paul,  and  I  of  Apollos,  and  I  of  Cephas,  and  I  of 
Christ.  Is  Christ  divided  ?  was  Paul  crucified  for  you  ? 
or  were  ye  baptized  in  the  name  of  Paul?"  In  ap 
plying  these,  and  innumerable  other  passages  of  similar 
import,  to  the  point  under  discussion,  two  questions 
occur.  First,  Are  our  pasdobaptist  brethren  a  part  of 
the  mystical  body  of  Christ  ?  or,  in  other  words,  Do 
they  form  a  portion  of  that  church  which  he  has  pur 
chased  by  his  precious  blood  ?  If  they  are  not,  they 
are  not  in  a  state  of  salvation,  since  none  can  be  in  that 
state  who  are  not  vitally  united  to  Christ.  The  Bible 
acknowledges  but  two  classes  into  which  the  whole  hu 
man  race  is  distributed,  the  church  and  the  world ;  there 
is  no  intermediate  condition  ;  whoever  is  not  of  the  first 
necessarily  belongs  to  the  last.  But  the  advocates  for 
strict  communion  are  loud  in  their  professions  of  esteem 
for  pious  psedobaptists ;  nor  is  there  any  thing  they 
would  more  resent,  than  a  doubt  of  their  sincerity  in 
that  particular.  The  persons  whom  they  exclude  from 
their  communion  are  then,  by  their  own  confession,  a 
part  of  the  flock  of  Christ,  a  portion  of  his  mystical 
body,  and  of  that  church  which  he  has  bought  with 
his  blood. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  a  formal  separation 
from  them,  on  account  of  their  imputed  error,  amounts 
to  what  the  scripture  styles  schism  ?  Supposing  one  part 
of  the  church  at  Corinth  had  formally  severed  themselves 
from  the  other,  and  established  a  separate  communion, 
allowing  those  whom  they  had  forsaken,  at  the  same 
time,  the  title  of  sincere  Christians,  would  this  have  been 
considered  as  a  schism  ?  That  it  would,  is  demonstrable 
from  the  language  of  St.  Paul,  who  accuses  the  Corin- 
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thians  of  having  schisms*  among  them,  though  they 
never  dreamed  of  forming  a  distinct  and  separate  com 
munion.  If  they  are  charged  with  schism,  on  account 
of  that  spirit  of  contention,  and  that  alienation  of  their 
affections  from  each  other,  which  merely  tended  to  an 
open  rupture,  how  much  more  would  they  have  incurred 
that  censure  had  they  actually  proceeded  to  that  extrem 
ity  ?  Schism.,  in  its  primitive  and  literal  sense,  signifies 
the  breaking  of  a  substance  into  two  or  more  parts,  and 
when  figuratively  applied  to  a  body  of  men,  it  denotes 
the  division  of  it  into  parties ;  and  though  it  may  be 
applied  to  such  a  state  of  contention  as  consists  with  the 
preservation  of  external  union,  it  is  most  eminently  ap 
plicable  to  a  society  whose  bond  of  union  is  dissolved, 
and  where  one  part  rejects  the  other  from  its  fellowship. 
If  there  is  any  meaning  in  terms,  this  is  schism  in  its 
highest  sense.  The  great  apostle  of  the  Gentiles  illus 
trates  the  union  of  the  faithful,  by  that  which  subsists 
between  the  members  of  the  natural  body.  "  Now  ye 
are  the  body  of  Christ,  and  members  in  particular."  He 
shows,  in  a  beautiful  and  impressive  manner,  that  the 
several  members  have  each  his  distinct  function,  and  are 
pervaded  by  a  common  sympathy,  with  the  express  de 
sign  "  that  there  be  no  schism  in  the  body."  But  when 
one  part  of  the  Christian  church  avowedly  excludes  ano 
ther  from  their  communion,  when  they  refuse  to  unite 
in  the  most  distinguishing  branch  of  social  worship,  and 
hold  themselves  in  a  state  of  seclusion,  they  virtually 
say  to  the  party  thus  repelled,  "  We  have  no  need  of 
thee ; "  they  cut  themselves  off  from  the  body,  and  are 
guilty  of  a  schism  so  open  and  conspicuous,  that  none 
can  fail  to  perceive  it.  How  is  it  possible  for  them  to 
evade  the  conclusion  to  which  this  reasoning  conducts 
us,  unless  they  are  prepared  to  deny  the  claim  of  the 
paedobaptists  to  be  regarded  as  the  members  of  Christ, 
or  place  them  in  some  intermediate  station  betwixt  the 
world  and  the  church  ?  But  the  language  of  the  New 
Testament,  which  uniformly  identifies  the  objects  of  the 

*  The  original  word  rendered  divisions,  is  (r^ay-tara,  schisms. 
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divine  favour  with  the  members  of  Christ's  church,  is 
directly  opposed  to  such  a  fiction.  "  He  loved  the 
church,  and  gave  himself  for  it,  that  he  might  sanctify 
and  cleanse  it,  by  the  washing  of  water  through  the 
Word,  that  he  might  present  it  to  himself  a  glorious 
church,  not  having  spot,  or  wrinkle,  or  any  such  thing." 
It  deserves  the  serious  consideration  of  our  opponents, 
that  they  are  contending  for  that  schism  in  the  body  of 
Christ,  against  which  he  so  fervently  prayed,  so  anxiously 
guarded,  and  which  his  apostles  represent  as  its  greatest 
calamity  and  reproach.  "The  glory,"  said  our  Lord, 
"  which  thou  hast  given  me,  I  have  given  them,  that  they 
may  be  one,  even  as  we  are  one  ;  I  in  them,  and  thou  in 
me,  that  they  may  be  made  perfect  in  one ;  that  the 
world  may  know  that  thou  hast  sent  me,  and  hast  loved 
them  as  thou  hast  loved  me."  Here  it  cannot  be  doubted 
that  our  peedobaptist  brethren  are  comprehended  in  this 
prayer,  because  our  Lord  declares  it  was  preferred,  not 
merely  for  the  disciples  then  existing,  but  for  those  also 
who  should  hereafter  believe  through  their  word,  adding, 
"  that  they  all  may  be  one,  as  thou,  Father,  art  in  me, 
and  I  in  thee,  that  they  also  may  be  one  in  us,  that  the 
world  may  believe  that  thou  hast  sent  me."  In  these 
words,  we  find  him  praying  for  a  visible  union  among 
his  disciples — such  a  union  as  the  world  might  easily 
perceive ;  and  this  he  entreats  in  behalf  of  them  all, 
that  they  all  may  be  one.  The  advocates  of  strict  com 
munion  plead  for  a  visible  disunion ;  nor  will  it  avail 
them  to  reply  that  they  cultivate  a  fraternal  affection  to 
wards  Christians  of  other  denominations,  while  they  insist 
on  such  a  visible  separation  as  must  make  it  apparent  to 
the  world  that  they  are  not  one.  Internal  sentiments  of 
esteem  are  cognizable  only  by  the  Searcher  of  hearts  ; 
external  indications  are  all  that  the  world  has  to  judge 
by  ;  and  so  far  are  they  from  exhibiting  these,  that  they 
value  themselves  in  maintaining  such  a  position  towards 
their  fellow-christians,  as  confounds  them,  in  a  very  im 
portant  point,  with  infidels  and  heathens.  If  a  rent  and 
division  in  the  body  is  pregnant  with  so  much  scandal 
and  offence  as  the  Scriptures  represent  it,  if  the  spirit  of 
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love  and  concord  is  the  distinguishing  badge  of  the  chris- 
tian  profession,  it  is  surprising  it  has  never  occurred  to 
them,  that  by  insisting  on  such  a  separation  as  was  un 
heard  of  in  the  primitive  times,  every  approach  to  which 
is  denounced  in  scripture  as  a  most  serious  evil,  they  are 
acting  in  direct  opposition  to  the  genius  of  the  gospel, 
and  the  solemn  injunctions  of  its  inspired  teachers. 
What  degree  of  criminality  may  attach  to  such  a  pro 
cedure  it  is  not  for  us  to  determine ;  but  we  have  no 
hesitation  in  affirming,  that  it  is  most  abhorrent  from  the 
intention  of  the  Head  of  the  church,  and  miserably  com 
pensated  by  that  more  correct  view  of  the  ordinance  of 
baptism,  which  is  alleged  in  its  support.  "  Charity  is 
the  end  of  the  commandment,"  "the  fulfilling  of  the 
law ;"  and  since  the  religion  of  Christ  is  not  ceremonial, 
but  vital,  and  consists  less  in  correct  opinions,  and  ritual 
observances,  than  in  those  graces  of  the  Spirit,  which 
are  the  "  hidden  man  of  the  heart,"  it  deserves  serious 
consideration,  whether  so  palpable  a  violation  of  the  unity 
of  the  church  is  not  more  offensive  in  the  eyes  of  Him 
who  "  tries  the  hearts  and  the  reins,"  than  an  involun 
tary  mistake  of  a  ceremonial  precept. 

Here  we  must  be  allowed  once  more  to  recur  to  the 
vain  boast  of  a  scrupulous  adherence  to  the  example  of 
the  apostles,  (the  futility  of  which  has,  I  trust,  been  suf 
ficiently  demonstrated,)  and  request  our  opponents  to 
reflect  for  a  moment  on  their  essential  deviation  in  this 
particular.  Say,  did  the  apostles  refuse  the  communion 
of  good  men  ?  Did  they  set  the  example  of  dividing 
them  into  two  classes,  a  qualified  and  a  disqualified  class; 
and  while  they  acknowledged  the  latter  were  objects  of 
the  divine  favour,  equally  with  themselves,  enjoin  on 
their  converts  the  duty  of  disowning  them  at  the  Lord's 
table  ?  Are  any  traces  to  be  discovered  in  the  New  Tes 
tament  of  a  society  of  Purists,  who,  under  the  pretence 
of  superior  illumination  on  one  subject,  kept  themselves 
aloof  from  the  Christian  world,  excluding  from  their  com 
munion  myriads  of  those  whom  they  believed  to  be  heirs 
of  salvation  ?  Did  they  narrow  their  views  of  church 
fellowship,  as  Mr.  Kinghorn  avows  is  the  case  of  the 
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modem  baptists,  to  the  purpose  of  holding  up  to  view 
one  neglected  truth  ?  On  this  plan,  as  many  separate  com 
munions  will  be  witnessed  as  there  are  varieties  of  reli 
gious  taste  and  predilection,  while  each  fancies  it  per 
ceives  some  neglected  duty,  or  some  truth  not  rendered 
sufficiently  prominent,  till  almost  every  inquiry  will  give 
birth  to  some  solitary  and  antisocial  sect.  The  direct 
tendency  of  such  a  principle,  is  not  merely  to  annihilate 
the  unity  of  the  church,  but  to  contract  the  heart,  to  nar 
row  the  understanding,  and,  in  the  room  of  "holding 
forth  the  word  of  life,"  to  invest  every  petty  speculation, 
and  minute  opinion,  with  the  dignity  of  a  fundamental 
truth. 

The  revival  or  propagation  of  some  one  particular 
truth  being  the  avowed  object  of  their  union,  the  mem 
bers  of  such  a  society  will  almost  inevitably  attach  to 
it  an  undue  importance ;  and,  as  their  attention  will 
be  chiefly  directed  towards  that  in  which  they  differ 
from  others,  and  in  which  they  are  conceived  to  excel, 
it  will  be  a  miracle  if  they  escape  a  censorious,  con 
ceited,  disputatious  spirit.  While  their  constitution  is 
founded,  not  so  much  on  a  separation  from  the  world, 
as  from  the  church,  they  will  be  almost  irresistibly 
tempted  to  transfer  to  the  latter  a  large  portion  of  the 
associations  and  feelings,  of  which  the  former  is  the 
proper  object. 

How  refreshing  is  it  to  turn  from  those  rigid  and 
repulsive  principles,  to  the  contemplation  of  the  gene 
rous  maxims  of  the  New  Testament !  "  Him  that  is 
weak  in  the  faith,"  says  St.  Paul,  u  receive  ye,  but  not  to 
doubtful  disputations  ;"*  and  after  illustrating  his  mean 
ing,  by  adducing  examples  of  various  diversities  of  senti 
ment  amongst  his  converts,  he  proceeds  to  inculcate 
the  most  perfect  mutual  toleration.  It  is  observable, 
that  the  differences  of  opinion  which  he  specifies  re 
lated  to  the  obligation  of  certain  positive  institutes,  to 
which,  though  abrogated  by  the  new  dispensation,  part 
of  the  church  adhered,  while  its  more  enlightened  mem- 

•  Rom.  xiv.  1 
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bers  understood  and  embraced  the  liberty  with  which 
Christ  had  made  them  free.  "  We  that  are  strong 
ought  to  bear  the  infirmities  of  the  weak,  and  not  to 
please  ourselves."  A  moment's  attention  to  the  con 
nexion  will  convince  the  reader,  that  the  term  weak,  in 
both  these  passages,  denotes  persons  whose  conceptions 
are  erroneous ;  for  the  inspired  writer  is  not  adverting 
to  the  different  degrees  of  conviction  \vith  which  the 
same  truths  are  embraced,  but  to  a  palpable  difference 
of  judgement.  Thus  far,  the  case  here  decided  is  pre 
cisely  similar  to  that  under  present  discussion  :  our  dif 
ference  from  the  paBdobaptists  turns  on  the  nature  and 
obligation  of  a  positive  institute.  The  error  of  which 
St.  Paul  enjoined  the  toleration,  consisted  in  adhering  to 
certain  ceremonies  which  had  been  abrogated  ;  the  error 
with  which  we  are  concerned,  consists  in  mistaking  a 
ceremony  which  is  still  in  force.  Neither  of  the  ancient, 
nor  of  the  modern  error,  is  it  pretended  that  they  are 
fundamental,  or  that  they  endanger  the  salvation  of  those 
who  hold  them.  Thus  far  they  stand  on  the  same  foot 
ing,  and  the  presumption  is  that  they  ought  to  be  treated 
in  the  same  manner.  Before  we  come  to  this  conclusion, 
however,  it  behoves  us  to  examine  the  principle  on  which 
the  apostle  enjoins  toleration,  and  if  this  is  applicable  in 
its  full  extent  to  the  case  of  our  paedobaptist  brethren, 
no  room  is  left  for  doubt.  The  principle  plainly  is,  that 
the  error  in  question  was  not  of  such  magnitude  as  to 
preclude  him  who  maintained  it  from  the  favour  of  God. 
**  Let  not  him  who  eateth,  despise  him  who  eateth  not ; 
and  let  not  him  who  eateth  not,  judge  him  who  eateth ; 
for  God  hath  received  him.  Who  art  thou,  that  judgest 
another  man's  servant  ?  To  his  own  master  he  standeth 
or  falleth.  Yea,  he  shall  be  holden  up  ;  for  God  is  abh 
to  make  him  stand"  In  the  same  manner,  in  the  next 
chapter  of  the  same  Epistle,  after  reminding  the  strong 
that  it  is  their  duty  to  bear  the  infirmities  of  the  weak, 
he  adds,  "  Wherefore  receive  ye  one  another,  as  Christ 
also  hath  received  us,  to  the  glory  of  the  Father."  If 
such  is  the  reason  assigned  for  mutual  toleration,  and  it 
is  acknowledged  to  be  a  sufficient  one,  which  none  can 
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deny  without  impeaching  the  inspiration  of  the  writer,  it 
is  as  conclusive  respecting  the  obligation  of  tolerating 
every  error  which  is  consistent  with  a  state  of  salva 
tion,  as  if  that  error  had  been  mentioned  by  name  ; 
and  as  few,  if  any,  are  to  be  met  with  who  doubt  the 
piety  of  many  paedobaptists,  it  not  only  justifies  their 
reception,  but  renders  it  an  indispensable  duty.  No 
thing  can  be  more  futile  than  the  attempt  to  turn  aside 
the  edge  of  this  reasoning,  by  remarking  that  there  is 
no  mention  of  baptism,  and  that  this  is  not  the  subject 
of  which  St.  Paul  is  treating,  as  though  the  Bible  con 
tained  no  general  principles,  no  maxims  of  universal 
application,  but  that  precise  directions  must  be  found 
for  every  possible  emergence  that  in  the  lapse  of  ages 
may  occur.  Were  it  constructed  upon  this  plan,  the 
Bible  must  be  infinitely  more  voluminous  than  the  sta 
tutes  at  large.  It  is  composed  on  one  widely  different : 
it  gives  general  rules  of  action,  broad  principles,  leaving 
them  to  be  applied  under  the  guidance  of  sound  discre 
tion  ;  and  wherever  it  has  decided  a  doubtful  question, 
accompanied  with  an  express  statement  of  the  principle 
on  which  the  decision  is  founded,  such  explanation  has 
all  the  force  of  an  apostolic  canon,  by  which  we  are 
bound  to  regulate  our  conduct  in  all  the  variety  of  cases 
to  which  it  applies.  Hence  we  have  only  one  alterna 
tive,  either  to  deny  that  those  who  differ  from  us  on  the 
subject  of  baptism  are  accepted  of  God,  or  to  receive 
them  into  fellowship,  on  exactly  the  same  ground,  and  on 
the  same  principle,  that  Paul  enjoined  the  toleration  of 
sincere  Christians. 

Before  I  dismiss  this  part  of  the  subject,  on  which  the 
patience  of  the  reader  has  been  severely  tasked,  I  must 
beg  leave  to  notice  a  striking  inconsistence  in  the  advo 
cates  of  strict  communion.  Nothing  is  more  certain  than 
that  the  communion  of  saints  is  by  no  means  confined  to 
one  particular  occasion,  or  limited  to  one  transaction, 
such  as  that  of  assembling  around  the  Lord's  table ;  it 
extends  to  all  the  modes  by  which  believers  recognise 
each  other  as  the  members  of  a  common  head.  Every 
expression  of  fraternal  regard,  every  participation  in  the 
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enjoyments  of  social  worship,  every  instance  of  the  unity 
of  the  Spirit  exerted  in  prayer  and  supplication,  or  in 
acts  of  Christian  sympathy  and  friendship,  as  truly  be 
longs  to  the  communion  of  saints,  as  the  celebration  of 
the  eucharist.  In  truth,  if  we  are  strangers  to  com 
munion  with  our  fellow-christians  on  other  occasions, 
it  is  impossible  for  us  to  enjoy  it  there ;  for  the  mind 
is  not  a  piece  of  mechanism  which  can  be  set  going 
at  pleasure,  whose  movements  are  obedient  to  the  call 
of  time  and  place.  Nothing  short  of  an  habitual  sym 
pathy  of  spirit,  springing  from  the  cultivation  of  bene 
volent  feeling,  and  the  interchange  of  kind  offices,  will 
secure  that  reciprocal  delight,  that  social  pleasure,  which 
is  the  soul  of  Christian  communion.  Its  richest  fruits 
are  frequently  reserved  for  private  conference,  like  that 
in  which  the  two  disciples  were  engaged,  in  their  way 
to  Emmaus,  when  their  hearts  burned  within  them, 
while  the  Lord  opened  to  them  the  Scriptures.  When 
they  take  sweet  counsel  together,  as  they  go  to  the 
house  of  God  in  company,  when  they  bear  each  other's 
burthens,  weep  with  those  that  weep,  and  rejoice  with 
them  that  rejoice ;  say,  have  Christians  no  mutual  fel 
lowship  ?  Is  it  not  surprising  that,  losing  sight  of  such 
obvious  facts,  our  opponents  always  reason  on  the  sub 
ject  of  communion  as  though  it  related  merely  to  the 
sacrament  ?  In  every  other  particular  they  act  just  as 
we  do. 

However  our  opponents  may  deviate  from  scripture, 
let  them  at  least  be  consistent  with  themselves,  and 
either  follow  out  their  own  principles  to  their  just  con 
sequence,  by  withholding  from  the  members  of  other 
denominations  every  token  of  fraternal  regard,  or  freely 
admit  them  to  the  Lord's  table.  As  the  case  stands 
at  present,  their  mode  of  proceeding  is  utterly  unte 
nable.  In  a  variety  of  instances  they  indulge  them 
selves  in  those  acts  of  communion  with  paedobaptists 
which  are  peculiar  to  Christians :  they  frequently  make 
them  their  mouth  in  addressing  the  Deity;  they  ex 
change  pulpits ;  and  even  engage  their  assistance  in 
exercises  intended  as  a  preparation  for  the  eucharist ; 
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and  after  lighting  the  flame  of  devotion  at  their  torch, 
they  most  preposterously  turn  round  to  inform  them, 
that  they  are  not  worthy  to  participate.  It  would  be 
difficult  to  convince  a  stranger  to  our  practice,  that  it 
were  possible  to  be  guilty  of  such  an  absurdity.  Is 
the  observance  of  an  external  rite,  let  me  ask,  a  more 
solemn  part  of  religion  than  addressing  the  Majesty  of 
heaven  and  of  earth?  And  shall  we  depute  him  to 
present  our  prayers  at  His  footstool,  who  would  defile  a 
sacrament  by  his  presence  ?  Suppose  them  to  relax  from 
their  rigour,  and  to  admit  pious  pasdobaptists  to  their 
fellowship,  to  what  would  it  amount  ?  To  nothing  more 
than  a  public  acknowledgement  of  their  union  to  Christ, 
and  their  interest  in  his  benefits  ;  and  as  they  fully  ac 
knowledge  both,  why  scruple  to  do  it  at  the  table  of 
their  common  Lord  ?  "Why  select  an  ordinance  designed 
for  the  commemoration  of  the  dying  love  of  the  Re 
deemer  as  the  signal  for  displaying  the  banners  of  party  ; 
and,  by  reviving  the  remembrance  of  differences,  else 
where  consigned  to  oblivion,  give  the  utmost  publicity 
to  dissensions,  which  are  the  reproach  of  the  church, 
and  the  triumph  of  the  world  ? 

The  only  colour  invented  to  disguise  this  glaring  incon 
sistency  is  so  pure  a  logomachy,  that  it  is  difficult  to 
speak  of  it  with  becoming  gravity.  They  remind  us, 
forsooth,  that  the  expressions  of  Christian  affection  in 
praying  and  preaching  for  each  other  are  not  church  acts, 
as  though  there  were  some  magic  in  the  word  church 
that  could  change  the  nature  of  truth,  or  the  obligations 
of  duty.  If  it  is  our  duty  to  recognise  those  as  fellow- 
christians  who  are  really  such,  what  is  there  in  the  idea 
of  a  church  that  should  render  it  improper  therej  If 
the  church  is  "  the  pillar  and  ground  of  the  truth,"  it  is 
the  proper  place  for  the  fullest  disclosure  of  its  secrets  ; 
and  if  Christians  are  under  an  obligation  to  love  each 
other  with  a  pure  heart  fervently,  its  organization  can 
never  have  been  designed  to  contract  the  heart,  by  con 
fining  the  movements  and  expressions  of  charity  within 
narrower  limits.  The  duty  of  churches  originates  in 
that  of  the  individuals  of  which  they  consist,  so  that 
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when  we  hare  ascertained  the  sentiments  and  principles 
which  ought  to  actuate  the  Christian  in  his  private  capa 
city,  we  possess  the  standard  to  which  the  practice  of 
churches  should  be  uniformly  adjusted. 

Nor  is  it  in  this  particular  only,  that  the  persons  whose 
opinions  we  are  controverting  are  betrayed  into  lamentable 
inconsistency.  Their  concessions  on  another  branch  of 
the  subject,  lay  them  open  to  the  same  imputation.  They 
acknowledge  that  many  psedobaptists  stand  high  in  the 
favour  of  God ;  enjoy  intimate  communion  with  the 
Redeemer;  and  would,  on  their  removal  hence,  be  in 
stantaneously  admitted  to  glory.  Now,  it  seems  the  sug 
gestion  of  common  sense,  that  the  greater  includes  the 
less,  that  they  who  have  a  title  to  the  most  sublime  privi 
leges  of  Christianity,  the  favour  of  God,  the  fellowship  of 
Christ,  and  the  hope  of  glory,  must  be  unquestionably 
entitled  to  that  ordinance  whose  sole  design  is  to  prepare 
us  for  the  perfect  fruition  of  these  blessings.  To  sup 
pose  it  possible  to  have  an  interest  in  the  great  redemp 
tion,  without  being  allowed  to  commemorate  it ;  that  he 
may  possess  the  substance  who  is  denied  the  shadow, 
and,  though  qualified  for  the  worship  of  heaven,  be 
justly  debarred  from  earthly  ordinances,  is  such  an  ano 
maly  as  cannot  fail  to  draw  reprobation  on  the  system  of 
which  it  is  the  necessary  consequence.  Men  will,  ere 
long,  tremble  at  the  thought  of  being  more  strict  than 
Christ,  more  fastidious  in  the  selection  of  the  members 
of  the  church  militant,  than  he  is  in  choosing  the  mem 
bers  of  the  church  triumphant. 

Hitherto  our  attention  has  been  occupied  in  stating 
the  arguments  in  favour  of  mixed  communion,  and  re 
plying  to  the  objections  to  that  practice.  It  is  but  jus 
tice  to  the  subject  and  to  the  reader,  before  we  close  the 
discussion,  to  touch  on  another  topic. 

In  every  inquiry  relating  to  Christian  duty,  our  first 
concern  should  undoubtedly  be  to  ascertain  the  will  of 
the  Supreme  Legislator  ;  but  when  this  has  been  done  to 
our  satisfaction,  we  may  be  allowed  to  examine  the 
practical  tendency  of  different  systems,  the  effect  of 
which  will  be,  to  confirm  our  preference  of  that  course 
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of  action  which  we  have  found  most  consonant  with  the 
oracles  of  truth.  We  are  far  from  resting  the  merits  of 
our  cause  on  the  basis  of  expedience  ;  we  are  aware  that 
whoever  attempts  to  set  the  useful  in  opposition  to  the 
true,  is  misled  by  false  appearances,  and  that  it  behoves 
us  on  all  occasions,  fearless  of  consequences,  to  yield  to 
the  force  of  evidence.  But  having  in  the  preceding 
pages,  proved,  (we  would  hope  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
reader,)  that  the  practice  of  strict  communion  has  no 
support  from  scripture  or  reason,  it  cannot  be  deemed 
improper  briefly  to  inquire  into  its  tendency. 

The  first  effect  necessarily  resulting  from  it,  is  a  power 
ful  prejudice  against  the  party  which  adopts  it.  When 
all  other  denominations  find  themselves  lying  under  an 
interdict,  and  treated  as  though  they  were  heathens  or 
publicans,  they  must  be  more  than  men  not  to  resent  it ; 
or  if  they  regard  it  with  a  considerable  degree  of  apathy, 
it  can  only  be  ascribed  to  that  contempt  which  impotent 
violence  is  so  apt  to  inspire.  We  are  incompetent  judges 
of  the  light  in  which  our  conduct  appears  to  those  against 
whom  it  is  directed ;  but  the  more  frequently  we  place 
ourselves  in  their  situation,  the  less  will  be  our  surprise 
at  the  indications  of  alienation  and  disgust  which  they 
may  evince.  The  very  appellation  of  baptist,  together 
with  the  tenets  by  which  it  is  designated,  becomes  asso 
ciated  with  the  idea  of  bigotry ;  nor  will  it  permit  the 
mind  which  entertains  that  prejudice,  to  give  an  impar 
tial  attention  to  the  evidence  by  which  our  sentiments 
are  supported.  With  mingled  surprise  and  indignation 
they  behold  us  making  pretensions  which  no  other  de 
nomination  of  protestants  assumes,  placing  ourselves  in 
an  attitude  of  hostility  towards  the  whole  Christian  world, 
and  virtually  claiming  to  be  the  only  church  of  Christ 
upon  earth.  Fortified  as  it  is,  by  its  claims  to  antiquity 
and  universaliry,  and  combining  in  its  exterior  whatever 
is  adapted  to  dazzle  the  imagination,  and  captivate  the 
senses,  there  is  yet  nothing  in  the  church  of  Rome  that 
has  excited  more  indignation  and  disgust  than  this  very 
pretension.  What  then  must  be  the  sensation  produced, 
when  in  the  absence  of  all  these  advantages,  a  sect,  com- 
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paratively  small  and  insignificant,  erects  itself  on  a  soli 
tary  eminence  from  whence  it  repels  the  approach  of  all 
other  Christians  !  The  power  of  prejudice  to  arrest  the 
progress  of  inquiry  is  indeed  to  be  lamented ;  nothing 
could  be  more  desirable  than  that  every  opinion  should, 
in  the  first  instance,  be  judged  of  by  its  intrinsic  evi 
dence,  without  regard  to  the  conduct  of  the  persons  who 
embrace  it ;  but  the  strength  and  independence  of  mind 
requisite  to  such  an  effort,  are  rather  to  be  admired  than 
expected.  There  are  few  who  enter  on  the  investigation 
of  theological  questions  in  that  elevated  state ;  secret 
antipathies  or  predilections  will  be  sure  to  instil  their 
venom,  and  obscure  the  perception  of  truth,  and  the 
suggestions  of  reason. 

By  the  stern  rejection  of  the  members  of  all  other 
denominations,  until  they  have  embraced  our  distinguish 
ing  tenets,  what  do  we  propose  to  effect — to  intimidate 
or  to  convince  ?  We  can  do  neither.  To  intimidate  is 
impossible,  while  there  are  others  far  more  numerous 
than  ourselves,  ready  to  receive  tnem  with  open  arms. 
The  hope  of  producing  conviction  by  sucn  an  expedient, 
is  equally  groundless  and  chimerical,  since  conviction  is 
the  result  of  evidence,  and  no  light  whatever  can  'be 
pretended  to  be  conveyed  by  interdicting  their  commu 
nion,  unless  it  be  that  it  manifests  our  intolerance.  We 
propose  to  extirpate  an  error,  and  we  plant  a  prejudice  ; 
and  instead  of  attempting  to  soften  and  conciliate  the 
minds  of  our  opponents,  we  inflict  a  stigma.  Professing 
serious  concern  that  the  ordinance  of  baptism,  as  it  was 
practised  in  the  first  ages,  is  fallen  into  neglect,  we 
attempt  to  revive  an  unpopular  rite,  by  a  mode  of  proce 
dure,  which  without  the  remotest  tendency  towards  the 
removal  of  error,  or  the  elucidation  of  truth,  answers  no 
other  purpose  than  to  make  ourselves  unpopular. 

By  this  preposterous  conduct,  we  do  all  in  our  power 
to  place  our  psedobaptist  brethren  beyond  the  reach  of 
conviction.  Since  it  is  unreasonable  to  expect,  however 
attractive  the  ministry,  that  a  pious  pa3dobaptist  will 
statedly  attend  where  he  must  despair  of  ever  becoming 
a  member,  and  of  enjoying  the  privileges  to  which  every 
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serious  person  is  supposed  to  aspire  ;  he  attaches  himself 
as  a  necessary  consequence,  to  a  connexion  in  which  there 
is  no  such  impediment,  but  where  he  is  certain  of  hear 
ing  nothing  but  what  will  foster  his  prejudices,  and  con 
firm  his  error.  Thus  he  is  excluded  from  the  only 
connexion  where  the  arguments  for  adult  baptism  are 
stated,  and  is  exposed  to  the  constant  operation  of  an 
opposite  species  of  instruction.  The  practice  which  we 
are  reprobating  is  nearly  equivalent  to  an  inscription  over 
the  door,  Let  none  but  baptists  enter  within  these  walls — 
an  admirable  expedient  truly,  for  diffusing  the  baptist  sen 
timents  ;  about  as  rational  as  to  send  a  man  from  London 
to  Constantinople  to  study  the  evidences  of  Christianity  ! 
Mr.  Kinghorn  is  delighted  with  this  separation  of  the 
baptists  from  other  denominations  in  the  offices  of  devo 
tion,  avowing  it  as  his  opinion  that  no  paedobaptist  can, 
without  great  impropriety,  statedly  attend  the  ministry 
of  one  of  our  denomination.  If  we  may  judge  from 
what  he  has  written  on  this  subject,  he  appears  less 
anxious  to  promote  and  extend  the  peculiar  tenets  of  the 
baptists,  than  to  preserve  inviolate  their  sacred  seclusion 
and  solitude.  His  sentiments  on  this  subject  will  pro 
bably  remind  the  poetical  reader  of  Gray's  beautiful 
description  of  the  bird  of  night,  which 


rdoes  to  the  moon  complain 


Of  such  as,  wandering  near  her  secret  bowers, 
Molest  her  ancient  solitary  reign." 

"Whatever  his  intention  may  be,  it  must  be  obvious, 
that  by  the  policy  he  recommends,  of  keeping  the  bap 
tists  and  paedobaptists  entirely  separated  from  each  other, 
even  as  hearers  of  the  word,  he  is  strengthening  the 
barriers  of  party,  building  up  a  middle  wall  of  partition, 
and  by  cutting  off  the  channels  of  communication,  and 
the  means  of  conviction,  resigning  both  to  the  entire  and 
unmitigated  operation  of  their  respective  systems.  Is  it 
possible  to  imagine  anything  more  calculated  to  stifle  in 
quiry,  to  render  the  public  mind  stationary,  and  to  per- 
pi-tuate  our  divisions  to  the  end  of  the  world  ?  From 
him  who  was  really  solicitous  to  extend  the  triumphs  of 
truth,  we  should  expect  nothing  would  be  more  abhor 
rent  than  such  a  system  ;  he  surely  would  leave  nothing 
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unattempted  to  break  down  the  rampart  of  prejudice  ; 
and  by  making  the  nearest  approaches  to  his  opponents 
consistent  with  truth,  avail  himself  of  all  the  advantages 
which  a  generous  confidence  seldom  fails  to  bestow,  for 
insinuating  his  sentiments,  and  promoting  his  views. 

Of  the  tendency  of  mixed  communion  to  promote  a 
more  candid  inquiry  into  our  principles,  it  is  scarcely 
possible  to  doubt ;  whether  it  would  have  the  effect  of 
rapidly  extending  the  baptist  denomination  as  such,  is 
less  certain.  For  were  that  practice  universally  to  pre 
vail,  the  mixture  of  baptists  and  psedobaptists  in  Chris 
tian  societies  would  probably,  ere  long,  be  such,  that  the 
appellation  of  baptist  might  be  found,  not  so  properly 
applicable  to  churches  as  to  individuals,  wrhile  some 
more  comprehensive  term  might  possibly  be  employed 
to  discriminate  the  views  of  collective  bodies.  But 
what  then  ?  Are  we  contending  for  names,  or  for  things  ? 
If  the  effect  of  a  more  liberal  system  shall  be  found  to 
increase  the  number  of  those  who  return  to  the  primitive 
practice  of  baptism,  and  thus,  "  follow  the  Lamb  whi 
thersoever  he  goeth,"  he  must  be  possessed  of  a  deplorable 
imbecility  and  narrowness  of  mind,  who  will  lament  the 
disappearance  of  a  name,  especially  when  it  is  remem 
bered  that  whenever  just  views  on  this  subject  shall  be 
come  universal,  the  name  by  which  we  are  at  present 
distinguished  will  necessarily  cease.  An  honest  solici 
tude  for  the  restoration  of  a  divine  ordinance  to  its  pri 
mitive  simplicity  and  purity,  is  not  merely  innocent  but 
meritorious  ;  but  if  the  ultimate  consequence  of  such  an 
improvement  should  be  to  merge  the  appellation  of  a 
party  in  that  which  is  derived  from  the  divine  Founder 
of  our  religion,  it  is  an  event  which  none  but  a  bigot 
will  regret. 

It  were  well,  however,  if  the  evil  resulting  from  the 
practice  of  strict  communion,  were  confined  to  its  effect 
on  other  denominations.  If  I  am  not  much  mistaken, 
it  exerts  a  pernicious  influence  on  our  own.  Were  it 
consistent  with  propriety,  it  would  be  easy  to  adduce 
exceptions;  individuals  have  come  within  the  narrow 
range  of  my  own  observation,  -whose  temperament  has 
been  so  happy,  that  they  have  completely  surmounted 
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the  natural  tendency  of  their  principles,  combining  the 
greatest  candour  towards  paedobaptists,  with  a  conscien 
tious  refusal  of  their  communion.  Such  instances,  how 
ever,  must,  in  the  nature  of  things,  be  rare.  Generally 
speaking,  the  adoption  of  a  narrow  and  contracted 
theory  will  issue  in  a  narrow  and  contracted  mind.  It 
is  too  much  to  expect  that  a  habit  of  treating  all  other 
Christians  as  aliens  from  the  fold  of  Christ,  and  unworthy 
of  a  participation  of  the  privileges  of  his  church,  can  be 
generally  unaccompanied  with  an  asperity  of  temper,  a 
proneness  to  doubt  the  sincerity,  to  censure  the  motives, 
and  depreciate  the  virtues  of  those  whom  they  are  ac 
customed  to  treat  with  so  much  rigour.  Conceiving 
themselves  to  be  a  highly  privileged  class,  as  the  only 
legitimate  members  of  his  church,  they  are  almost  inevi 
tably  exposed  to  think  more  highly  of  themselves  than 
they  ought  to  think ;  and  founding  their  separation,  not 
on  that  which  distinguishes  the  followers  of  Christ  from 
the  world,  but  on  a  point  in  which  Christians  dissent 
from  each  other,  they  are  naturally  tempted  to  attach 
superlative  importance  to  the  grounds  of  difference. 

The  history  of  the  present  controversy  affords  a  me 
lancholy  confirmation  of  these  remarks  ;  for  the  few  who 
have  ventured  to  appear  on  the  liberal  side  of  the  ques 
tion  have,  for  the  most  part,  been  assailed  by  ungenerous 
insinuations,  and  odious  personalities.  Their  claim  to 
be  considered  as  baptists  is  very  reluctantly  conceded, 
and  the  part  they  have  taken  has  been  imputed  to  the 
love  of  popularity,  or  to  some  still  more  unworthy  motive. 
Some  churches,  in  their  zeal  for  strict  communion,  have 
even  lost  sight  of  their  own  principles,  and  substituted 
the  doctrine  opposed  in  these  pages  as  a  term  of  admis 
sion,  instead  of  the  ordinance  of  baptism.  Others  have 
refused  the  privilege  of  occasional  communion  to  such 
as  have  been  known  to  sit  down  with  pajdobaptists  at 
the  Lord's  table. 

Leaving,  however,  to  those  to  whom  it  may  be  more 
grateful,  the  unwelcome  office  of  exposing  the  infirmities 
of  their  brethren,  let  me  close  this  subject  by  one  more 
remark.  In  addition  to  all  the  other  reasons  for  retracing 
our  steps,  we  may,  with  great  propriety,  allege  the  spirit 
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of  the  times,  the  genius  of  the  age,  distinguished,  as  it  is, 
beyond  all  former  example,  by  the  union  of  Christians  in 
the  promotion  of  a  common  cause,  and  their  merging 
their  minor  differences  in  the  cultivation  of  great  princi 
ples,  and  the  pursuit  of  great  objects.  Instead  of  con 
fining  themselves,  each  to  the  defence  of  his  own  citadel, 
they  are  sallying  forth  in  all  directions,  in  order  to  make 
a  powerful  and  combined  attack  on  the  kingdom  of 
darkness.  The  church  of  Christ,  no  longer  the  scene  of 
intestine  warfare  among  the  several  denominations  into 
which  it  is  cantoned  and  divided,  presents  the  image  of 
a  great  empire,  composed  of  distant,  but  not  hostile  pro 
vinces,  prepared  to  send  forth  its  combatants,  at  the  com 
mand  of  its  invisible  Sovereign,  to  invade  the  dominions 
of  Satan,  and  subdue  the  nations  of  the  earth.  The 
weapons  of  its  warfare  have  already  made  themselves 
felt  in  the  East  and  in  the  West ;  and  wherever  its  ban 
ner  is  unfurled,  it  gathers  around  it,  without  distinction 
of  name  or  sect,  "  the  called,  the  chosen,  the  faithful," 
who,  at  the  heart-thrilling  voice  of  Him  whose  "  vesture 
is  dipped  in  blood,"  and  who  goes  forth  "  conquering  and 
to  conquer,"  rush  to  the  field,  unmindful  of  every  dis 
tinction  but  that  of  his  friends  and  foes,  and  too  eager 
for  the  combat  to  ask  any  other  question,  than,  "  Who  is 
on  the  Lord's  side  ?  Who  ?"  And  is  it  possible,  after 
mingling  thus  their  counsels,  their  efforts,  their  prayers, 
and  standing  side  by  side,  in  the  thickest  of  the  conflict, 
in  coming  up  "  to  the  help  of  the  Lord,  to  the  help  of 
the  Lord  against  the  mighty,"  for  them  to  turn  their 
backs  on  each  other,  and  refuse  to  unite  at  that  table 
which  is  covered  with  the  memorials  of  his  love,  and  the 
fruits  of  his  victory  ?  No.  As  we  hope,  when  the 
warfare  of  time  is  accomplished,  and  these  mortal  taber 
nacles,  in  which  it  is  performed,  shall  be  dissolved,  to 
celebrate  a  never-ending  feast,  with  Abraham,  and 
Isaac,  and  Jacob,  and  the  whole  army  of  the  faithful  of 
every  age,  from  every  clime,  and  of  every  tongue,  let  us 
begin  by  feasting  together  here,  to  present  a  specimen 
of  that  harmony  and  love,  which  are  at  once  the  element 
and  the  earnest  of  eternal  felicity. 

J.  Haddon,  Printer,  Castle  Street,  Finsbury. 
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